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FRIDAY, OCTOBER 4, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPEcIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
Com™MiTTEer ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Blythe, Calif. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:40 p. m., in the 
board room, Palo Verde Irrigation District, Hon. Clair Engle (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

The Cuarrman. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Ladies and gentlemen, this a special subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. We are traveling 
throughout the various areas of southern California in regard to 
problems within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, which includes the problems of water and reclama- 
tion; Indians; mining; public lands; and Territories, which is the 
only one I can think of that you will not have anything to say about 
in this area. 

The chair would like in the beginning to state for the information 
of those present and for the record, the names of the members who 
are here, and of some of the special guests that we have, other Mem- 
bers of Congress sitting with the committee. 

The gentleman immediately to my left is Mr. Sidney McFarland, 
who is the committee consultant on engineering matters. He, along 
with Dr. Taylor, our Indian consultant, has handled very largely the 
committee agenda on this trip. 

Adjacent to him and to the left is Congressman James Haley, of 
Sarasota, Fla. Adjacent to him, in the corner, is Congressman Lee 
Metcalf, of Helena, Mont. Next to him is our neighbor across the 
Colorado River, Stewart Udall, of Arizona. Adjacent to Mr. Udall 
is Congressman B.'F. Sisk, of Fresno, Calif. To his left is Congress- 
man D. 8S. Saund, of this district. 

Immediately to my right are the Republican members of the com- 
mittee seated in order of seniority. 

The first gentleman is the second-ranking Republican on the House 
Committee on Interior, Congressman John Suytoe of Johnstown, Pa. 
Adjacent to him is Congressman Craig Hosmer, of Long Beach, Calif. 
Adjacent to him, the other half of the very capable delegation in 
the House of Representatives from the State of Arizona, is Congress- 
man Rhodes, of Mesa, Ariz. Adjacent to John Rhodes is our Cali- 
fornia colleague, James Utt, of Santa Ana, Calif. Adjacent to him, 
on the left, is a distinguished Member of Congress who has served 
many years from Colorado, Congressman Edgar Chenoweth, from 


Trinidad, Colo. 
1 
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As a special guest of the subcommittee—and we are delighted to 
have him with us, and, without objection, both he and Congressman 
Saund may participate in these proceedings—is Senator Barry Gold- 
water, of Arizona. 

We are glad to have you here with us, Senator. 

That introduces our committee people and the staff, I believe. 

The subject matters of this hearing will be two primarily, but 
others may be brought up if people here in this area want to bri ing 
them up. One is the matter of the uses of land and water on public 
lands adjacent to the Colorado River. Some have described it as a 
trespass problem. I am not going to apply that adjective until I 
find out a little more about it. 

The other is the matter of the leasing of Indian lands on the 
Arizona side of the Colorado River, which, I suppose, accounts to 
some extent for the fact we have three-fourths of the Arizona dele- 
gation here. We wish we had Carl Hayden here, Senator Hayden, 
who celebrated his 80th birthday the other day. Of course, he is a 
great and respected Member of the Congress of the United States. 

The Chair is going to recognize our colleague from this district 
at this time for such remarks as he desires to make. 

You may address yourself to either the particular matters or may 
make a general statement and reserve such further remarks you may 
wish to make. 

Judge Saund. 

Mr. Saunp. All I wish to say, Senator Goldwater, Mr, Chairman, 
and our worthy colleagues, we are sincerely happy you are here, and 
we feel privileged in this district that this committee has come all 
this way to listen to our problems. 

I wish to make this remark to the people of Palo Verde Valley: 
The subcommittee is here to listen to your problems, and if you have 
anything to present before the committee do not hesitate to contact 
me or any member of the staff, or the chairman. They are just as 
much interested in the problems of Palo Verde Valley as they would 
be in any problem of New York City. It is a distinguished group of 
Congressmen which has come to us here to listen to our problems. 

We e bid you a very hearty and affectionate welcome. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much, Judge, and your specific 
remarks with reference to the particular problems that come before 
this committee will be reserved for such later time as you desire to 
make them. 

The first subject we will take up is the matter of the use of lands 
and waters along the Colorado River. 

The Chair has been supplied a list of people representing the Parker 
Dam County Recreation District. 

The Chair would like to say at this time, so far as we are aware, 
we have no one who has volunteered to testify from those areas where 
lands are being used south of Palo Verde. Is that right? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. Federal Jands that are being used for agricultural 
purposes. Is there anyone here representing those people? 

I am advised that there is. 

If there is anyone here who desires to testify and who has not 
submitted his name to the committee, submit it to Mr. McFarland, 
identifying yourself, your place of residence, whom you represent if 
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anyone besides yourself, and on what subject you desire to speak. 
We are especially anxious to hear somebody say something for the 
people using public lands for agricultural purposes along the Colo- 
rado River, or using water for other purposes, for that matter. 

With that introduction to the subject, the first witness is Mr. John 
W. Kramer. 

Mr. Kramer, would you state your full name, your address, and 
the capacity in which you appear for the purpose of the record. 


‘ 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. KRAMER, CROSS ROADS, CALIF., CHAIR- 
MAN, BOARD OF TRUSTEES, PARKER DAM COUNTY RECREATION 
DISTRICT 


Mr. Kramer. John W. Kramer, Box 183, Cross Roads, Calif. I am 
the chairman of the board of trustees of the Parker Dam County Rec- 
reation District. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Senator Goldwater, 
Congressman Saund, I feel it necessary to preface some previously 
prepared statements because of a statement made to this committee in 
San Bernardino on October 1, defamatory to our district. 

After exhaustive study and inquiry we found that this withdrawn 
land was not open to entry and was not likely to ever be restored. 

Therefore, upon advice of counsel, which included the California 
legislative counsel, a special election was held on March 29, 1955, to 
create the district which will be described more fully a little later. 

Because of accusations made at that time, an investigation was 
made by the election commissioner, the sheriff’s office, and the district 
attorney. 

As a result of these investigations, all we can say is that the gentle- 
man who made the statement to your honorable committee is either 
misinformed or a liar, and we defy him to make the accusation under 
oath. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in presenting our case before your committee, 
it will, of necessity, be a bit lengthy because of the unique and iso- 
lated situation. However, we believe and hope you will find it inter- 
esting and informative. 

Although we have not been informed of just what your committee 
wants, we know you are interested in the water use and the squatter 
situation. Therefore, we will attempt to explain and justify our 
actions, present our objections to current proposals, and, in the final 
analysis, make our recommendations as to what to do about it. 

One point we would make emphatically clear is that, except for one 
trivial exception, all the water we use from our wells or the river is 
for domestic use. 


COLORADO RIVER—-PARKER DAM UNIT 


Reasons and justification for squatters, and history involved: 

During the construction of Parker Dam there were in excess of 
4,500 people living in the area that is now referred to by the Park 
Service as the Parker Dam unit. These residents, as well as many 
businesses, were given permission and encouraged to occupy the land. 
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After completion of the dam, all but a few of the permanent em- 
ployees moved out, and in a short time most of the area had reverted 
to the usual desert: wilderness. 

The Bureau of Reclamation encouraged and assisted some of their 
employees to settle on this land. Many other would-be settlers were 
given tacit permission to occupy and improve the land by being told 
by various officials of the Bureau of Reclamation, quote “We can’t 
give you a lease, sell, or homestead, but if you c: an find any land not 
occupied g go ahead and use it, et cetera, et. cetera,” unquote. 

During all of this time the Bureau of Reclamation and other Gov- 
ernment agencies were fully aware of this condition. Proof of this 
shows in several forms, to wit: 

1. Until 1947 annual notices were sent to all squatters ordering 
them to vacate the land. But many people were told by Bureau of 
Reclamation officials that this was only a “token” action required by 
law and to ignore them until they were evicted by a United States 
marshall. This “token” notice was well established as just that, be- 
cause no further action was taken until January 1954, when a lawsuit 
was filed against one resort owner—trailer park—for back rent, dam- 
ages, and possession. The suit was dismissed in June 1954 by the 
Government (plaintiff). 

2. In 1947 the Bureau of Indian Service, Parker, Ariz., installed 
and maintained electrical service to most of the people living here at 
that time. Paid for, of course, at the regular kilowatt rate. In 1950 
the Indian Service ceased making service installations, reputedly at 
the request of the Bureau of R eclamation. Consequently, as other 
squatters moved in wanting electrical service, and being unable to get 
a contract of their own, borrowed said service from their neighbors 
through side deliveries. Here again, this was done with the full 
knowledge and consent of the Indian Service. 957— 
this side ‘delivery practice has been discontinued ast all aati with 
improvements have been given contracts and meters of their own. 

3. In 1950, the same Indian agency installed and maintained tele- 
phone service in the area and continued to do so until 1956, when they 
sold their franchise, et cetera, to a private firm, who is now supplying 
the phone service. 

4. In 1947, both the Bureau of Reclamation and Indian agency 
made a survey of the area, listing all of the squatters and identified 
and recognized their holdings by giving them a lot. number. 

5. Alls squatters have been assessed and paid taxes on personal prop- 
Hes and possessory interest in the land. We have also coos regulated 
by the county and State building and sanitary code. 

Because of these and many other reasons, quite a few brave and 
courageous pioneers fought rattlesnakes, scorpions, wildcats, et cetera, 
and proceeded to spend. untold months of work clearing the native 
brush, weeds, and rocks, which had completely obscured the river 
from the road. Many of the early settlers actually had to climb the 
mountain to see where to start making a path to the river. Huge 
amounts of money were spent for bulldozers and other equipment 
to clear and level the land; cabins, homes, trailer parks, restaurants, 
motels, service stations, stores, and other facilities to serve the recrea- 
tion-seeking public have been built. This has continued until now 
there are approximately 136 residences and 16 commercial establish- 
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ments. These improvements alone represent an investment well in 
excess of one-half million dollars. 

It’s true that there are a few so-called shacks, but in the main they 
are clean, presentable modern places. There are some homes costing 
between $15,000 and $18,000, and some trailer-park motels costing in 
excess of $100,000. 

We believe that every person has made these improvements and 
spent this amount of money, not for the purpose of getting something 
for nothing, but with the firm conviction that someday, somehow, they 
would get leases or some form of security to protect their investment. 
Because if it were not for the efforts and money spent by these pioneers 
to make the area as attractive as it now is, thousands upon thousands 
of the vacationing public would not have been able to enjoy the river 
and its banks. 

We are opposed to the Park Service plan for many reasons. 

With due respect for the purveyors of this plan, we feel that it is 
very poorly engineered, and most certainly was made without any 
on-the-ground knowledge of conditions or the wishes of either the 
people who occupy the land or of the public who now enjoy the area, 
or those who expect to. Some of our objections are as follows: 

1. The vacating of 200 feet of the riverbank as a buffer strip is the 
most outstanding example of poor planning. The river and its imme- 
diate shoreline is the only attraction of this part of the desert. Con- 
trary to the claim in the Park Service plan, if you could take away 
the river there is no place in the area that would be any more scenic 
than millions of other desert areas in California and Arizona. The 
only thing that makes the area scenic, excluding the river, are the 
manmade improvements, such as landscaping, shrubbery, shade trees, 
clearing of underbrush, et cetera, all of which would be destroyed by 
native growth if vacated. If 200 feet of the riverbank was vacated 
and left relatively undeveloped several serious and disastrous things 
would happen. 

(a) It would force the removal of 98 percent of all the improve- 
ments, both residential and commercial, costing huge amounts of 
money that very, very few could afford. 

(6) In 1 or 2 years the native desert growth would choke out the 
more pleasant trees, flowers, shrubs, et cetera, and would completely 
obscure the river again as it was years ago. Mute evidence of this 
exists for anyone to see in some unimproved areas where the brush 
and undergrowth is so thick that it would take a husky and experienced 
marine with a machete or a bulldozer to get through. This we know to 
be true because it requires constant vigilance and work on our part to 
keep it clean and attractive. This, in our opinion, would be a step 
backward of 20 years or more. 

(c) In the interim, while it is growing to this impregnable state, 
it would require a large and constant police force to keep people from 
camping and otherwise using this strip and creating a very unsightly 
and unsanitary condition. This would be very obvious if a proper 
investigation had been made, because the public who come here want 
to be near and in the water. 

(2) We cannot emphasize any too strongly about the danger of 
this strip harboring snakes, scorpions, wildcats, and other dangerous 
varmits. With the area cleared and cleaned as it is now, there is only 
an occasional rattlesnake or bobcat seen. However, some of the early 
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squatters killed as many as 35 rattlesnakes in 1 day while clearing the 
land. 

(e) We further feel that removal or forcing back all improvements 
200 feet would be a glaring example of discrimination, because the 
Indian reservation below us and Fish and Wildlife—Lake Havasu— 
above us, and the deeded land in Arizona are excluded from the plan. 

All of the land on the Indian reservation is now leased, and so far 
there are 43 homes and 7 commercial enterprises on this land. On 
the deed land as of this date there are 37 homes and 6 commercial 
enterprises... On Lake Havasu, controlled by Fish and Wildlife, there 
are 65 homes and 5 commercial enterprises, all under 20-year leases. 

All of these places are less than 200 feet from the water’s edge. 
Most are less than 50 feet. Therefore, this makes a total of 145 homes 
and 18 commercial enterprises that would not be affected by the 200- 
foot setback. 

On the other hand, in the 11-mile strip—Parker Dam unit—between 
and around these excluded areas, there is currently 136 homes and 
16 commercial enterprises that would be forced to move back or vacate 
entirely. 

2. We are further opposed to that portion of the plan pertaining to 
the homesites. This recommendation also represents very poor engi- 
neering and lack of information, that is: 

(a) Some of the areas designated as homesites are subject to flash 
floods almost annually. There are many people here who have wit- 
nessed water rushing down these washes as deep as 8 feet. The other 
areas are also subject to floods, but of a standing-water nature where 
sometimes during the rainy season water will stand up to 3 feet deep 
for weeks at atime. Visible evidence of this is shown by the accumu- 
lation of alkali that is left by the evaporation and slow drainage of 
the water. We submit, as further proof, a letter from the county 
flood-control department. 

(b) Because these areas are located so far from the river, they would 
be unbearably hot for 8 or 9 months of the year, as the temperature 
runs about 15 percent higher than close to the river. These areas are 
also ravaged by much stronger winds during the desert storms. 

(c) The problem of securing water or domestic use in these very 
arid washes would be very expensive, if not impossible. Also, because 
of the rocky terrain and poor drainage, the leaching of sewage would 
be very limited. 

(d) Reference is made to encourage homesite transfer to the Indian 
reservation. All the usable land on the reservation has already been 
leased unless one would consider the rocky mountains and sand dunes 
a mile or so from the river as usable land. 

(e) We consider this proposal one of the least possible of consid- 
eration for the people involved by shunting them into the most un- 
desirable portion of the entire area, which would be approximately 
1 mile from river. 

3. We believe the locations of the public campgrounds also repre- 
sent poor planning and engineering for many of the same objections 
for the proposed homesites, such as: 


(a) Being located in sinks or low areas subject to floods and stand- 
ing water. 
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(6) Located so far from the river and so close to the mountains 
and sand dunes, they would also be extremely hot and windy. 

(c) As has been pointed out before, but cannot be overlooked, the 
only reason that the people drive hundreds of miles through the 
desert to get to this area is because of and to be near the river. To 
camp in one of the proposed campsites for all practical purposes 
would be the same as camping anywhere in the open and rugged 
desert. 

(zd) The same problem would exist, only more so, as to sewage dis- 
posal, The State and county health departments will verify that 
this is a serious problem to prevent contamination of the river. 

4. The objection to the moving bank of the improvements and fa- 
cilities of the commercial camps, et cetera, becomes quite obvious, for 
the same reason as many of the aforementionel objections, that is: 

(a) Cost: It would cost an estimated $50,000 to $100,000 per camp 
to make this transition since 99 percent of all the improvements and 
facilities are located within 200 feet of the riverbank. 

(6) As will be explained, a recent survey shows that 99 percent 
of the public using these facilities desire a locally controlled, private 
enterprise operation, with conveniences located as close to the river 
as possible. 

(c) We feel that there has been entirely too much land set aside 
by the Park Service plan for commercial use, since the present accom- 
modations have been adequate to this time and it is the belief that 
under the private-enterprise system, the law of supply and demand, 
will take care of any and all future needs. 

(7) The discrimination between our area and the unaffected areas 
would become more glaringly obvious with the commercial operators 
because the public who desire and use their accommodations would 
migrate to those camps, et cetera, which are more accessible to the water 
in the river or lake. 


PLANS AND PROPOSALS OF THE RECREATION DISTRICT 


There has been created, under due process of law, a recreation dis- 
trict known as the Parker Dam County Recreation District. 

We believe it is worthy of note that in the special election to create 
the district, of the 106 registered voters eligible to vote, 99 voted, with 
the result being 96 for and 3 against formation of the district. 

This is not to be confused with the Colorado River-Parker Dam 
Recreation Association, which is an entirely separate organization. 
The association is a voluntary unincorporated organization, repre- 
senting 85 percent of the squatters in the California and Arizona 
area in question. This association was organized for the express pur- 
pose of representing and promoting the best interest of all the people 
involved, including the public at large and especially that portion of 
the public who now and in the future do and will enjoy the river 
and its banks. 

The recreation district, on the other hand, is a political subdivision 
of San Bernardino County, and it is this organization that now has 
an application pending before the Secretary of the Interior for an 
overall lease of the lands on the California side, within the “unit.” 

The recreation district has an avowed purpose and program that is 
far superior and more immediate than the Park Service plan: Work 
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with Fish and Game; locate and maintain river hazard markers; 
periodical spraying for flies, mosquitoes, and other insects; widen 
and build parking areas where roads are close to rivers; build access 
roads and boat launchings; build public campgrounds; bapa the 
roads and public areas against dumping of garbage and rubbish; 
establish refuse dump areas to insure proper burning and clisposal ; 
clearing and cleaning unused land for general appearance and make 
these areas more attractive for recreational use; construct. comfort 
stations; maintain public relations and goodwill program; plant 
shade trees and assist Federal Wildlife in beaver and muskrat con- 
trol; cooperate and assist county health department and building and 
safety department; establish and maintain a volunteer fire depart- 
ment; maintain proper sanitation; legislate rules requiring salaek 
of septic tanks and leach lines from river front and outlaw cesspools ; 
forbid dumping of debris into river; legislate certain reasonable re- 
strictions regarding buildings, upkeep of land and improvements by 
leases; cooperate and assist sheritt’s office. 

The recreation district is and will be administered by a local board 
of seven trustees, who do now and always will have firsthand, on- 
the-ground knowledge and information of the needs and desires of 
all the people involved. 

Under the district program, subleases would be issued discrimi- 
nately under a plan whereby it would limit the size and tenure of said 
subleases, yet would result in an income to the district to defray 
all expenses. Consequently, the cost of operation and maintenance of 
the area as a recreation playground would reflect no cost whatsoever 
on the taxpaying public. This tentative subleasing plan has been 
submitted to and approved by a meeting of a large percentage of the 
squatters involved. 

As previously stated, it is the opinion of the trustees that the law of 
supply and demand will provide for the needs of commercial facilities, 
as a number of the present residents are ready and willing to install 
such improvements as soon as the need is apparent and justifiable. 

The trustees also feel that there is more than enough undeveloped 
land available to provide much more and better locations for public 
campgrounds, adequate for any foreseeable future needs. 

At present there are large portions of land fenced and claimed with 
“No Trespassing” signs displayed. Yet much of this land is unde- 
veloped. The district and the association are on record publicly as 
being opposed to this practice, and would correct same if given the 
proper authority. Much of this land could be made available for 
campgrounds and future development. 

Under the district plan, the present squatters could and would have 
their investments protected with no inconvenience or objection from 
the public. 

The district plan of not materially disturbing the present im- 
provements would not create the obvious discrimination as heretofore 
mentioned. 

Since there was no recordable survey of the district in existence, 
the district trustees authorized the employment of a surveyor at a 
cost of $4,500 to prepare a survey and maps of the district. We havea 
copy of that survey we will submit if it is desired. 

This survey is recorded, and the survey, along with the map, was 
presented by a committee from the district to the Lower Colorado 
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River Great Basin Field Committee while in session at Grand Canyon. 
We were told by this committee that— 

We were the only group or section of the entire river who had made any plans 
or prepared any kind of a program, and that it was quite possible that our 
program ¢eould be used as a pattern for the rest of the river. 

Indeed, this seems to be true to a large extent, even to using our 
boundary lines, et cetera. But in so doing the very ’ people who did the 
pioneering and the preparatory work are being denied and deprived of 
the fruits of their labor. 

The district, association, Parker Chamber of Commerce and the 
commercial operators in the area have proven beyond a doubt their 
desire and intentions to cater to and provide for the public, by the 
publicity and advertising that has been given for the area in the 
past, such as booths at sportsmen shows and county fairs, numerous 
brochures printed and distributed, colored slide shows given at sports- 
men clubs and other gatherings in the 11 Western States, television 
advertising, and much, much word-of-mouth praise of the existin 
improvements and facilities. This has resulted in an estimated 250,- 
000 people visiting the area per year. 

The trustees of the district, being inexperienced, are amenable to 
suggestions, advice and assistance from the National Park Service 
or any other experienced body. It is quite possible that some arrange- 
ment could be made for temporary Park Service supervision. 

However, it is the firm belief and wish that this area should be ad- 
ministered locally, and, since it is the stated purpose of the Park 
Service to surrender control within 10 years or sooner, if possible, we 
see no reason why such control should not be given now to the already 
established agencies who are prepared to go ahead as soon as given 
the authority to do so. 

In this connection, we call attention to the fact that the California 
State Parks and Beaches Department withdrew their application for 
the lands on the California side in favor of the plan and program of 
the county recreation district. 

Also in this connection, we point out that during the 1957 session 
of the California Legislature, a joint resolution was introduced be- 
seeching the Congress of the United States and the Department of 
Interior to give prior consideration to leasing or giving control to the 
Parker Dam County Recreation District, the lands within its bounda- 
ries. 

This joint resolution was passed by the senate and the assembly, 
thence signed by Governor Knight in May 1957. 

A great majority of the squatters here are exservicemen, retired, 
partially or completely disabled, with very limited means, and any 
serious deviation from their present status would create impossible 
hardships. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we respectfully request and urge you 
and your committee to take such action as you deem necessary to give 
these honest and sincere people the protection that we believe they so 
richly deserve. 

The CHarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Kramer, for that very 
carefully prepared and excellently presented statement. 

In the first paragraph of it, I believe you mentioned some testimony 
which occurred on October 1, which I assume was before the session 
of this committee which occurred at San Bernardino. 
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Mr. Kramer. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Who made the statement you comment on? 

Mr. Kramer. A man by the name of Brinker. 

The Cuamman. My recollection of that testimony was that Mr. 
Brinker appeared and testified respecting certain applications for 5- 
acre tracts in this area. Is that right ? 

Mr. Kramer. It is true. Unfortunately, I could not hear all of it, 
but when he was talking with respect to the 5-acre tracts—and he 
and some of his constituents have attempted to, and maybe have, filed 
for 5-acre tracts on withdrawn land along the riverbank—for some 
reason, he interjected the accusation, something about us forming 
our recreation district down here illegally and refused people the 
right to vote in that election. 

I repeat he is misinformed or he isa liar. 

The Cuatrman. I will have to say that the acoustics in that build- 
ing were like talking inside of a cavern, and sometimes, even sitting 
close, you could not hear what was said. 

Mr. Kramer. | agree with you. 

The CHarrmMan. What area is involved acrewise in this recreation 
district ? 

Mr. Kramer. I cannot tell you acrewise, Mr. Chairman. However, 
we have displayed here a map. It does not show Parker Dam. This 
is the area on the California side. Parker Dam would be a mile or 
a mile and a half above the boundary lines. 

The shaded areas in green show the boundary lines of our district, 
which, incidentally, were approved by the Boundary Commission of 
the County of San Bernardino, and approved by the Bureau of 
Reclamation as being O. K. with them. 

The Cuatrman. How far is it from where that district starts. to 
where it ends? 

Mr. Kramer. Down to the Indian reservation on the south. This 
[indicating] is Parker Dam, roughly, in a northerly direction, and 
this is the Indian reservation on the south. This entire area here 
is approximately 11 miles of riverbank. The area above us, behind 

Picker Dam, is known as Lake Havasu, which is under the Fish and 
W rildlife. 

The area here [indicating | speaks for itself. 

The Cuarmrman. Colorwise, what is indicated on this map? 

Mr. Kramer. The green area on the map is what we call preserves 
or areas that are to be left in their natural state for wildlife habita- 
tion. 

The red areas are areas that have been designated to be developed 
for public campgrounds, for picnicking, and so forth. 

The yellow areas designate commercial areas where trailer parks, 
motels, et cetera would be located. Basically, I think, without ex- 
ception, there are commercial areas in those yellow areas now. 

The Cuarrman. How much of the area inside the lines you have 
indicated is in private ownership, if any ? 

Mr. Kramer. None whatsoever here [indicating]. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, for the record, could the gentleman 
identify the map, who prepared it? 

The CHarrMan. Yes, 
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Mr. Kramer. This is a map prepared by a surveyor by the name 
of Manley, on August 1, 1955, at the expense of the recreation dis- 
trict. As I say, there was no recordable surv ey in existence until we 
had these surveys made. 

May I have your question again ? 

The CHarmman. What about the brown area? 

Mr. Kramer. The brown area denotes residential areas for private 
cabin sites. 

The CHarrman. And the blue? 

Mr. Kramer. The blue is for civic development such as an airstrip 
here, a community center here, a game bird farm here, a public dump 
here, and we visualize a golf course here [indicating]. 

The Caarrman. And the land in the red area? 

Mr. Kramer. Is for public use. 

The Cuatrman. It is for public use, but, not in this instance, for a 
campground ? 

Mr. Kramer. It could be, but we have visualized in future plan- 
ning, since it is so far back from the river, that would make a good 
area for a public golf course. 

You asked about the deeded land. On the Arizona side is where 
the deeded land exists. Every other section over there is deeded land. 

These areas outlined with red pencil are the deeded land areas. 

The Cuarrman. You are referring to another map. 

Mr. Kramer. This is the map here. Unfortunately, we did not 
have one that showed the river running down through a single map. 
So we had to compromise with this type of arrangement, where we 
show the California side. This is the river running down here im- 
mediately adjacent to this map. 

This map here does show the river coming down through the center, 
but we have only shaded the Arizona side. The same colors apply. 

The Cuarrman. Does your recreation district go over on the Ari- 
zona side ? 

Mr. Kramer. No. The city of Parker has an application in for 
that area with the Department of the Interior as of the same time we 
placed our application, and that will be explained by one of the 
subsequent speakers. 

The Cuarrman. Will these maps be available for the committee? 

Mr. Kramer. We are prepared to leave them with you. 

The CHamman. Without objection, the maps w ill be made a part 
of the file and designated as “Exhibits 1 and 2,” respectively. With- 
out objection, the statement from the flood control office of the c ounty 
planning department, which was submitted by Mr, Kramer, will be 
made a part of the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


(Flood Control Office, County Planning Department, September 30, 1957) 
Zone 6, CouNTy RB&CREATIONAL DISTRICT, PARKER DAM—FLoop HAZARDS 


By your memorandum of September 23, 1957, inquiry was made of this office 
as to any general information which might be available concerning flash floods 
and hazards in wash areas in vicinity of the subject district. 

This office has conducted no previous investigations in this general. area, 
but according to conversations with county highway personnel it appears that 
the area in general is faced with similar thunderstorm activities and resultant 
effects as found in the several other developed portions of the county’s desert 
areas. 
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Aceording to information available, the area under consideration extends 
along the Colorado River from a point about 2 miles south of Parker Dam, 
southwesterly some 8 miles to a point opposite Cienega Springs on the Arizona 
side. There are numerous typical desert canyons with their ephemeral water 
courses discharging into the river from the California side. According to 
USGS topography there are about 9 principal water courses Over a mile in 
length, and 6 of which are several miles in length. Drainage areas are ap- 
preciable with elevation differentials up to about 1,500 feet. Outwash areas 
exist in number of cases between the canyon debouchment and the river. 

As indicated hereinbefore, we have made no previous investigations in this 
area, but from reports of thunderstorm activity and resultant effects on roads, 
it would appear that the area is probably comparable to other similar areas 
such as Needles, Barstow, and the Twentynine Palms regions in which we have 
estimated flood flows from similar type drainages in amounts from 200 cubic 
feet per second to 500 cubic feet per second per square mile of drainage area. 
In one case of a small area we have a speculative estimate of a unit rate ap- 
proaching 1,000 cubic feet per second per square mile. The thunderstorm ac- 
tivity producing these floods is usually of short duration, in most cases of a 
few hours duration with sharp peaks. Frequently is rather erratic, in that some 
eases a Single drainage will be affected several times in a short period and again 
may not be affected for intervals of many years. With heavy sharp runs, the 
canyons may be expected to discharge heavily, carrying large quantities of 
debris onto the outwash areas where the waters will pass in a vagrant manner. 

It would seem that the area in which you are concerned might be expected to 
produce flood hazards accompanying the above type of activity and in our 
reports to your office concerning developments in the path of such water courses, 
it is generally suggested that the flow paths remain unoccupied unless adequate 
provisions are provided to intercept and conduct the flood flows. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have something further? 

Mr. Kramer. These are the record of survey maps [indicating]. 
They were in six portions, and there was no place we could put them 
= to Swpley them. We would be glad to submit a copy of those, 

you so desire. 

The CuarrMan. We will take a look at them and see whether or not 
we are going to need them. 

The Chair is going to recognize the members in regular order, but, 
because we have 11 members here of this committee, not including 
Judge Saund and Senator Goldwater, the Chair is going to recognize 
the members under the 5-minute rule unless there is objection. 

Is there objection ? 

If not, that will be the order, and the Chair recognizes the gentle- 
man from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upauu. Of course, this is a very tough problem. I do not know 
that any of us can form ‘firm opinions until we hear the point of view, 
which I assume we will later, probably in Washington, of the depart- 
ment people. But, naturally, this being public land, there is a duty, 
as there is with national forests, national park areas, ‘and other lands, 
on the Federal people as custodians for all of the people of our coun- 
try, to work out solutions which, if possible, preserve a public right 
in these public lands. 

With that as a preface, the thing I am interested in is: Say I live 
today in San Bernardino or Los Angeles, and I hear about this wonder- 
ful winter recreation area around Parker, and I want to bring a boat 
over, or want. to come over and fish or swim or do what other people 
do. Have you people who have set yourselves up there in these areas 
preempted all the choicest sites? Or is there still plenty of room 
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left which can be preserved so that members of the general public who 
want to come over here have plenty of room to participate in the 

recreational activities in this area, without being accused of trespass ? 
Can you give me an answer on that ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. Y es, I will answer that this way, Congressman. 

At the present time there are in areas that, as I say, have been 
fenced off, large areas and are not developed. There are areas such 
as that which could be opened up for public use or future develop- 
ment. At the present time, however, I do not know of anybody that 
has ever been denied a right to free launching of their boats, and places 
to get to the river, and use of the lake. 

Mr. Upatu. The point I want to get at is this: 

Take the parking of trailers or the use of a boat landing. Are there 
public facilities for that, or have you got to pay someone who is there 
on this Government land in order to do it? 

Mr. Kramer. At the present time there are no places, due to lack 
of sanitation, where a person can camp or park their trailer other 
than going into what. we call a commercial camp, because there has 
been no authority or money available for our district to provide those 
things. 

But, as I say, that is our intention if we were given the authority 
todoso. The boat ramps, however, are free to anybody. 

Mr. Upauu. Have you people attempted to work out any sort of 
compromise solution whereby, insofar as possible, the rights of those 
who are there can be preserved and, at the same time, adequate public 
facilities can be enlarged and maintained ? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, we have, quite extensively. 

Mr. Upatu. Are you making any headway in working out such 
compromises ? 

Mr. Keamer. As I say, we have no money or authority to do any- 
thing with. 

Mr. Upatu. These squatter situations are always, it seems to me 
at least, extremely hard to deal with because there are a lot of equities 
on both sides. We realize that people have moved in there where 
there has been, in effect, acquiescence by the Government authorities 
by failure to act, and they have spent money, and they have done the 
things that you describe. There are certainly strong equities on your 
side. 

On the other hand, there are still strong equities in favor of pre- 
serving the rights of the general public to a wonderful area of this 
kind. 

It. does seem to me that, due to the fact that the Government. has 
not efficiently and effectively done its job in this thing, that there 
ought to be a compromise solution, if pantie: worked out that you 
people probably would not like 100 percent but could live with and, 
at the same time, the public right would be preserved. Do you think 
that is a possible solution ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. Well, yes, Congressman Udall. We are not going to 
stick our head in the sand and just be arbitrary and say we want what 
we have got or nothing. We are always amenable to sitting down 
and trying to negotiate the best kind of arrangement that would be 
the best for everybody concerned, and, as you say, something we 
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could live with and not be annihilated as the present program would 
do. 

I have to repeat again that we are anxious and willing to do all 
of the things that you say should be done, and we agree with you, 
and we are on public record as being in favor of those things. 

Our people, who are the so-called squatter s or trespassers, what have 
you, in the area, have agreed that they will pay a nominal lease rental 
for the holdings that they have in order for the district to have money 
to go ahead ‘and make these developments and improvements to 
further accommodate the public. 

Mr. Upatt. I just have one other comment, Mr. Chairman. 

This situation does exist to some extent on the other side of the 
river, and I think it does present a serious problem. I have not known 
the facts. If it were a fact that you squatters had moved in, had 
preempted all the best sites, and that there is nothing left for the 
people that live in Phoenix or Los Angeles or what have you, who 
want to come there, it would then seem to me that probably some real 
drastic solution were necessary, because, after all, this is just like the 
national forests. 

There is a wonderful forest recreation area 30 miles from my 
hometown where individuals are given leases on this public land to 
build a summer cabin, for instance. It would not be right if we just 
let anyone who wanted to go in and if the ones there first preempted 
the whole thing so no one else could get such rights. 

Therefore, it does seem to me that a certain amount of public in- 
terest has to be protected; and, if possible, if a solution could be 
worked out that still preserved your people’s rights as far as possible, 
I would be in favor of it. But I think we are going to have to have a lot 
more facts from the Bureau of Reclamation people and the others 
before we can say what we think a good solution would be. 

That is all I have. 

The CHarrman. The time of the gentleman from Florida has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Before recognizing the gentleman from Pennsylvania, the Chair 
wants to call attention in the record to the presence here of a former 
colleague of ours, former Congressman Dick Harless, of Arizona. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Say ‘lor for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Saytor. Does anyone who has lived in this recreation district 
you have described to us claim he owns title to anything up there? 

Mr. KRAMER. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Sartor. Then, if the United States marshal came out from 
someplace i in California and gave notice to all of you to get out, there 
is nothing that you have that would entitle you to go into court and 
claim any right tostay there. Isthat right? 

Mr. Kramer. Nothing, no. I will answer the question “No,” but I 
might say that we might try. But we do not know. We claim that 
we have some moral right whether we have legal right or not. And if 
we could find anything to hang our hat on in the courts, I assure you 
we Would try it. 
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In the final analysis, if we could not do anything legally, we would 
get out. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Kramer, that is what makes this problem a very, 
very touchy and delicate subject. Here are a group of people, citizens 
of this country, who have come into land which is owned not by them 
but by all of the one-hundred-and-seventy-odd-million people, and 
they are now claiming that 100 of them have a prior right merely be- 
cause they got here first. 

Now, if we use the same reasoning, we could take people and put 
them in a national park, take people and put them in a national forest, 
and the first thing you know, all of our public domain would be gone 
forever. That is one of the real basic problems that is involved here. 

Mr. Kramer. With one exception, Congressman. Where a national 
park has been established, nobody would even think of doing anything 
like that, and, had the Government moved in and taken this area ov er, 
as they do nowadays as soon as a reclamation project is finished, there 
is no problem. But here the people were actually encouraged and 
assisted to occupy these ae 

Mr. Sartor. These facilities you have described—home, commer- 
cial, and recreational facilities—how have they been financed ? 

Mr. Kramer. Strictly out-of-pocket financed. You cannot borrow 
any money in any way, shape, or form. 

Mr. Sartor. The next question I have has to do with your original 
statement and in response to Mr. Udall. 

You say there are sizable areas with a fence put up and “No tres- 
passing” signs. Under what authority has anybody come along and 
put up a fence and put “No trespassing” signs on the land that be- 
longs to all Americans 4 

Mr. Kramer. I cannot answer what authority. sir. Just by author- 
ity of having the intestinal fortitude to go ahead and do it, I guess. 

I do not have a fence around my place, and I do not approve of it. 

Mr. Sartor. Has anybody ever been arrested for going into that 
area that you know of ? 

Mr. Kramer. No. 

Mr. Sayrvor. Has anybody ever tried to use physical force to keep 
any person out ? 

Mr. Kramer. No, sir. 

Mr. Sayrtor. Do you know of anybody having taken a gun, going 
down and saying, “Couldn’t you see that ‘No trespassing’ sign? Get 
off.” 

Mr. Kramer. I have heard of it; never seen it. I have heard of it 
from somebody who has never been there, but nobody there has ever 
heard of it. 

Mr. Sartor. That is the reason I asked. Some of the rest of us 
have heard of it, and I want to know—— 

Mr. Kramer. It is not true. 

Mr. Sartor. As near as you know, none of the 101 people that have 
voted in this election and have personal property in that area have 
ever used any physical force or threatened to use any physical force ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. Definitely not, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. All right. 

What would happen if, right in front of your house where you 
have it now—and I gather you have a home—somebody who does not 
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come from Arizona or California, somebody that comes from Utah 
or New Mexico or up in the State of Washington, walked in and put 
in a trailer right in front of your house? What would you do? 

Mr. Kramer. I would trust my ability to prevail on the man’s good 
sense of fair play and honesty, after I explained to him all of the 
time and money that I paid to make that place as attractive as it 
was, so he now wanted it, that he would leave me alone. 

Mr. Saytor. Suppose he would not? 

Mr. Kramer. | don’t know. 

The CHarrman. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Saytor. I can understand, very frankly, Mr. Kramer, the 
personal feelings of anybody that has developed a tract in this area. 
But, again, you have no right, as near as I can understand the law, 
that runs against the Federal Government as individuals. That is 
why I am concerned about the fact that you have taken such a posi- 
tive position against the suggestion of the Park Service that this 
strip of land between the river and the homes and commercial areas 
be set aside for the use of all of the public. And what I think is the 
fallacy in your argument 

Mr. Kramer. Wait a minute, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sartor. Is that you said the principal reason people come here 
is to come to the river, because without the river it would be the 
same as going in any other piece of big desert. 

Mr. Kramer. That is true. I still stand by that. 

Mr. Sartor. Then why should not anybody who comes be entitled 
to go on to the river? 

Mr. Kramer. One thing you overlooked, sir, is that the Federal 
Park Service plan does not propose to make that 200-foot. strip into 
a large campground. They propose it be left relatively undeveloped, 
to use their words, and to go back to its natural state. 

I claim and we claim that would be depriving the public of the 
riverbanks. 

Mr. Sartor. That, of course, isa matter of opinion. 

Mr. Kramer. Well, if you lived there, sir 

Mr. Sayvor. It might be depriving you of the beautiful view of 
the river. 

Mr. Kramer. It would be depriving you in 2 years’ time of ingress 
and egress to the river. 

The CuHarrman. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. Sayror. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Montana, Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Metcatr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The other day I drove out of Yellowstone Park down the Madison 
River, and I saw dozens of cars parked along the Madison, that great 
fishing stream—from California, Nevada, Arizona, from all of this 
southwestern area. Now one of the things working against those 
tourists up there—and we are glad to have them in Montana—is the 











right of access to that stream. There are not enough places for them 
to park their cars there, not enough places for them to park their 
trailers, not enough places for them to get out and go through regu- 
larly processed, patented lands. 
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Now up in another part of Montana we have Hungry Horse Dam, 
and a great natural lake has been built there in the mountains, beau- 
tiful recreational sites have been developed. 

If we permit this to happen, we permit people to come in and oper- 
ate on Parker Dam, what is to stop people from going into that great 
recreational resource in my State at Hungry Horse Dam and shutting 
off access from that area, just as they have shut off access to the 
Madison, so that you and your friends and neighbors here in the 
Southwest are deprived of a great recreational resource that has been 
developed by the people of the United States? 

Mr. Kramer. We are not suggesting that, sir. 

Mr. Mercaty. Are we not setting a precedent here, which is a 
serious precedent, for people to go in and, by virtue of occupation, by 
virtue of conquest, take over these recreational opportunities that we 
are developing throughout the West ? 

Mr. Kramer. No; I do not think you would be setting a precedent 
in the same light that you imply, Mr. Crongressman. You would be 
setting a precedent, yes—I will put it even wee than that—of re- 
warding us for trespassing, if you please. But at the same time you 
would be rew arding us for doing the tremendous amount of work that 
we have already done and intend to do in the future, as providing 
for the very people that you are referring to. We are not suggesting 
any such thing as allowing or depriving people of access to that river. 
We want to make it more accessible, and our maps and our avowed 
program and purpose states that very definitely and very clearly. 

Mr. Mercatr. You want to make it more accessible to these people 
as a profit to yourself. 

Mr. Kramer. No. I am talking about the recreation, the public 
that come there for a weekend, for a week, such as they do now, only 
they go to a regular commercial camp now. 

Mr. Mercatr. Some of these are residences, are they not? 

Mr. Kramer. I believe I quoted that we have 136 residences or 
cabins. 

Mr. Mercatr. So those people are living right there and depriv- 
ing the general public of those areas for public camping. 

‘Mr. Kramer. No; I would not agree with that either, sir, because, 
as will be borne out by one of the other witnesses—— 

Mr. Mercatr. Just a minute. Let’s not say you will not agree or 
disagree. I am trying to find out the facts, and I am not in agree- 
ment or disagreement with you. 

Mr. Kramer. I did not mean to state it in that light, Congressman. 
I mean to—— 

Well, shall I say I have a different idea or a different opinion, 
because, as will be borne out by further testimony, 98 percent or more 
of the people who do have homes down there have worlds of friends 
and relatives that come down there and enjoy that, too. Believe me, 
I know. 

Mr. Mercarr. I just cannot see why, if this is permitted here, 
people are not going to come up to Hungry Horse Lake, up to Canyon 
Ferry Lake in my own district and start building homes along that 
lakeshore, start operating motor courts, boat rental agencies, docks, 
fishing camps, and deprive other people of the benefic ial use of those 
lakes that were created by the Government of the United States. 
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Mr. Kramer. Could I be permitted to ask you a question to try to 
answer the question ? 

Is not that area you are referring to already under some national 
park control or State control ? 

Mr. Mercatr. No; it is not. 

Mr. Kramer. In other words, would it be withdrawn lands under 
the Bureau of Reclamation the same as ours is? In other words, 
there is some authority there to tell them, “Well, you can do this or 
you can light here, or light there, but it will cost you so much, and 
you can get some certain kind of lease,” and so forth, where here 
there is nothing. 

Mr. Mercatr. What you have described is just Bureau of Reela- 
mation land. I hope we will be able to get appropriations to develop 
it along with the cooperation of the National Park Service and 
maybe the Montana park service. But as yet such appropriations 
are not available, and until they are available we are opening our- 
selves to losing that land forever for all the people of the United 
States, including the people of Arizona and California who come up 
there—and we are glad to have you up there—to vacation in those 
mountains. 

Mr. Saytor. Will the gentleman yield for an observation ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. And will not they use as a precedent one of the things 
that they found down here on the Colorado River ? 

Mr. Mercatr. I fear that they will. 

The Cuatrrman. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Long Beach, Calif., Mr 
Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. You said the Bureau officials, Mr. Kramer, had told 
people to go ahead and locate down there and ignore eviction notices. 
Can you furnish this committee with affidavits as to names, places, 
and times of instances of that nature that occurred ? 

Mr. Kramer. Not to any great extent. Most of it has just been, 
shall we say, haphazard or passive permission. I believe there will be 
submitted, as further evidence by one of the other witnesses, the names 
of one or maybe two people who definitely made that statement, and 
on the approximate dates. 

Mr. Hosmer. Then your statement was a little stronger than the 
actual fact, was it not, in this connection ? 

Mr. Kramer. Well, I don’t know, sir. I have been told by no less 
than 15 or 20 people that it is the way they were told, and think they 
were told. It is hearsay, it is true. 

Mr. Hosmer. One more question. 

How do you get water down there? 

Mr. Kramer. Some of us have wells, and some get water out of the 
river. Some get water out of a spring that is on the river. 

Mr. Hosmer. Nobody has any right to any water, do they? 

Mr. Kramer. Not as far as I know unless you consider—and we do 
consider—that there is some sort of a prior right that comes before 
any law—right of water for domestic use. I will put that as belief. 
I am not prepared tosay. Iam not a lawyer. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think I can assure you that it will not stand up in 
court. 











LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROBLEMS 19 


It seems to me the plans of this recreation district going so far as 
to include a golf course, which is an extreme water user, in light of 
the very shaky right, if any, to this water—as a matter of fact, it is 
somebody else’s water—is not too much of an act of responsibility on 
the part of the officials. 

What is your belief in that regard ? 

Mr. Kramer. First, let me say, Congressman, that the using of 
water to maintain the golf course was the furthest thing from our 
mind, and it was something that was in the far future development. 
I know I, for one, had no visualization of maintaining a golf course 
out in the desert like that with grass greens. I was thinking in terms 
of sand greens. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do you operate a business down there ? 

Mr. Kramer. I do not. 

Mr. Hosmer. What businesses are operated down there? 

Mr. Kramer. Trailer parks, combination trailer parks and motels. 
I think three restaurants, a couple of filling stations. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it my understanding that the district proposes 
there shall be no other additional businesses over and above what are 
there already ? 

Mr. Kramer. No, sir; I never made that statement, and there has 
never been a statement made like that by the district. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is the yellow area, though, on your map, is it not? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. And those areas now have those businesses in them ? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes; but not over the entire areas that are yellow. 

Mr. Hosmer. There would be room for others ? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. But you would only propose to authorize businesses 
where the yellow marks indicate that there are already businesses 
located ; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. No. I think that could be qualified by again refer- 
ring to the law of supply and demand, where, if it was proven there 
was not enough of a demand for all of the use, say, of the red area 
for public campgrounds, or all of the brown area, the district trustees 
could, through approval of the planning commission of the county, 
allocate further areas if the need was there. 

Mr. Hosmer. I just want to say that I gained the impression from 
your testimony the restriction device was going to be used by the 
recreation district to more or less give those people who are there now 
operating a monopoly. 

Mr. Kramer. I am sorry you got that impression, sir, because that 
is not the intention. 

Mr. Hosmer. I reserve the balance of my time. 

The Cuatrman. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall, is entitled to be recognized 
for 5 minutes in his own right. 

Mr. Upatu. While listening to these questions, two others have 
occurred to me. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Upatt. I am curious, and you might give me an idea here: If I 
decided I want to get myself a little winter cabin there and went 
down into this recreation district today, would I be able to find a 
site I could build a place on ? 
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Mr. Kramer. Why, I imagine there is; yes, sir. I do not know 
I have not thought of it in that way. 

Mr. Uva. If I were a friend of yours and came to you and said I 
would like to find me a little area there I could level and build a place 
for my family to come on weekends. 

Mr. Kramer. I will be quite honest with you, Congressman Udall, 
that, with the exception of these large areas which have been pre- 
empted—to use your word, I believe, and I repeat that we are opposed 
to such a practice—that, in order for you to get an area to build on, 
you would probably have to arrange with somebody to take over the 
improvements they have already got on the land. 

Mr. Upauu. Let’s assume, for the moment, though, that I did find 
a place that I thought was appropriate. Are there any notices or 
anything up there today, or would any Federal officials or anyone do 
anything to obstruct or prevent me from going ahead if I moved in 
and started work one day ? 

Mr. Kramer. Not as loads as you went to the county and got your 
building permit and put it in according to the code. That is all you 
would have to do. 

Mr. Upati. What enforcement has been done by the Federal au- 
thorities, say, in the last 3 or 4 years-to restrict development by people 
who are moving in and simply beginning to set up a business or build 
a house or anything of that sort ? 

Mr. Kramer. None whatsoever. I will show yousome that have been 
built in the last 6 months. 

Mr. Saytor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Upatu. Yes. 

Mr. Saywor. I have one question following the hearings we had in 
San Bernardino. 

By what right does anybody in any county office have the right to 
tell you what to put on a piece of Federal property ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. I cannot answer that, sir, but they are doing it and we 
are living up to it. 

Mr. Sartor. Suppose I did not go to the county, and suppose I 
started up there, and I found the piece of property Mr. Udall described, 
and I goup there and build. What would happen ? 

Mr. Kramer. I cannot answer that, Congressman, because I guess 
we are just all peaceful, law-abiding people up there, because when 
they come around and _tell us “This is what you got to do,” and tell us 
the law, and show us the code book, we do it. 

Mr. Sartor. But you do not get off the property ? 

Mr. Kramer. Nobody told us to. 

Mr. Saytor. Thank you. 

Mr. Upatu. That is all lL have, Mr. Chairman. I do not want to take 
any more time. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I would just like to say to my colleague from Arizona, 
if he did as he posed his hypothetical question, I am afraid he would 
be subject to indictment. This is one of the impairments or frailties of 
being a Member of Congress : we could not do what these people do. 

Mr. Upaut, That is true. I thank my colleague for the warning. I 
will not. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am sure the gentleman did not intend to do it, but I 
just wanted to make sure, as a lawyer, he is well advised. 
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The Cuarrman. It is good to have a good Republican lawyer rep- 
resenting a good Democratic Congressman. | Laughter. | 

Mr. Ruopes. Can you tell me anything about the charges the trailer 
park might impose for staying 1 night ? 

Mr. Kramer. No; but we have a trailer park operator here. 

I will say this, that from all I have ever heard they are much less 
than are charged in the State parks or other commercial parks in other 
areas. I think it runs about a dollar a night. 

I am informed it is $1 a night for 2 people. 

Mr. Ruoves. How about other facilities? Do you have any charges 
for boat-launching sites and such as that ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. No, sir. All of the boat-launching ramps—We have 
in our agenda of proposals constructing strictly public boat-launching 

ramps, not connected with any commercial enterprise whatsoever. 
But we have, through our district, been able to prevail upon the com- 
mercial camp operators that are in there now to give free access and 
use of their boat ramps. There is not a camp on the river that charges 
one penny for launching a boat. You can stay in Joe Blow’s camp and 
launch your boat. in Sam Brown’s camp. 

Mr. Ruopes. Might I ask you again when this study was pre- 
pared, this particule ur plan ? 

Mr. Kramer. I guess the best way to answer that would be to go 
back to when the planning started, which was when we first created 
our district, which was back in 1953, I believe. However, the maps 
and so forth were completed on August 1, 1955. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is it the thinking of your particular district that the 
district would receive a lease or title or something like that to this 
particular parcel of ground ? 

Mr. Kramer. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. What do you want? A lease or a title? 

Mr. Kramer. We want a lease because we have been told—as I 

say, we have been told in no uncertain terms by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation and the Bureau of Land Management that it is not their 
intention nor their expectation that any ‘land within 2 miles of the 
river will ever be restored to the public domain, that it will be neces- 
sary to keep that land for recreation purposes. 

So we know that there’ is no hope of us getting title to the land. 
The only thing we can hope for is a lease or land-use grant of some 
sort, with reservations protecting the Government against certain 
calamities and so forth. 

Mr. Hatey. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Ropes. Yes. 

Mr. Harey. Mr. Kramer, what about the tax situation? Would 
you pay any taxes? And towhom ? 

Mr. Kramer. We pay taxes on our personal property and on the 
possessory interest of the land. 

Mr. Hatey. Who to? 

Mr. Kramer. The county. 

Mr. Ruopes. You are actually assessed for the possessory interest 
which you have in this land ? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ruopes. And you pay taxes on it? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Ruopes. Tell me this as to the: licensing of new businesses: 
assuming you got a lease on this territory, who would control the 
establishment of new businesses in this area ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. I believe that would be primarily at the discretion of 
the board of seven trustees who are appointed by the board of super- 
visors. 

Mr. Ruopes. The Board of Supervisors of Riverside County / 

Mr. Kramer. San Bernardino. 

Mr. Ruopes. San Bernardino appoints the trustees of this district / 

Mr. Kramer. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do they serve coterminously? In other words, are 
their terms staggered ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. That is right. There are two for 6; two for 4; and 
three for 2, I believe. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CuarrmMan. The gentleman has 1 minute remaining. 

The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Kramer, I wanted to ask you a few questions to try 
to get the background of the start of this. Some of these questions 
will be pertaining to your own personal experience here, and if you 
do not desire to answer them, you do not have to as far as I am con- 
cerned. 

When did you go into this area? 

Mr. Kramer. About 6 or 7 years ago. 

Mr. Sisk. Are you a veteran? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, you went in about 1950 or 1951? 

Mr. Kramer. I think it was in 1950, I believe. 

Mr. Sisk. Where is your home, Mr. Kramer, with reference to the 
map ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. Roughly, right here [indicating]. 

Mr. Sisk. And in 1951, when you went in there, how did you locate 
your home? 

Mr. Kramer. There was an individual that had a small cabin, a well 
and some improvements there, and I bought out his improvements. 

Mr. Sisk. You paid him for what? His improvements? 

Mr. Kramer. That is right. I bought his improvements, but it was 
understood I was not buying any title or right to the land, that all I 
was doing was buying the improvements he had there and whatever 
possessory interest he might have in it. 

Mr. Sisk. Have you added to your property? Have you built an 
addition to your house? 

Mr. Kramer. I built a new house; yes, sir. 

Mr. Stsx. You built a new house? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. I do not mind saying I have about $12,000 
or $15,000 invested. 

Mr. Sisk. Is this in San Bernardino County ? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stsx. Did the county officials of San Bernardino come to you, 
or did you go to them, with reference to complying with building codes 
or zoning ordinances or anything of that kind? 
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Mr. Kramer. At that time when I built my house, they were not 
invoking the building ordinance as they do now. I am not sure I 
could tell you when they started that. At that time they had what 
was known as a desert permit, and it was not regulated by all of the 
building codes, and so forth, as we are now. The only thing that they 
were primarily interested in at that time was sanitation, and we did 
comply with that. I went to the county sanitation department and 
got ali the facts and figures and data as to how I would have to install 
my sanitation facilities, sew: age facilities, and so forth. Since that 
time, the county has invoked the same building regulations and restric- 
tions that they have in the city of San Bernardino. 

Mr. Sisk. So far as you know, those regulations have never been 
contested by anyone up here? In other words, there has been more 
or less passty e obedience to them without any test in a court of law of 
any kind? 

Mr. Kramer. No; I do not think anybody took it to court. As I 

said, we realized, most of us, it was for our good. So we go along 
with it. 

Mr. Sisk. How much actual land do you have? Do you have your 
property fenced ? 

Mr. Kramer. No, sir; I donot. 

Mr. Sisk. Actually what property do you consider to be, let us 
say, under your moral control at this time? Or how did you determine 
your property line? In other words, the question was asked about 
parking a trailer in front of your house, and if you have that much 
money invested I can understand you would not much like it. I know 
I would not in your place. I am curious how you did determine the 
property line over which you have domain. 

Mr. Kramer. Well, in the north of me is a fence I did not put there, 
and one we object to. That establishes a line. On the south of me is 
an imaginary boundary line between me and my neighbor. I have an 
area of approximately 140 feet on the riverbank and about 210 feet 
deep between the river and the road. 

Mr. Sisx. In other words, you have approximately 140-foot river 
frontage? 

Mr. Kramer. That is right. 

Mr. Sisk. You front on the riverbank? 

Mr. Kramer. That is right. 

In answer to the second question, it was a question with regard to 
people coming in and wanting to park a trailer in my front yard, 
so to speak. T have had no less than 100 people want to do just that, 
because I have a very nice place, have got grass and shade trees, and 
what have you. And I have never had any argument with anybody 
when I explained to them it is a private place and I developed it for 
my own use, for my friends and relatives and so forth, and that I have 
no sanitary facilities there for anybody to use for -~amping, and, there- 
fore. it would not be for their best interest or mine either for them 
to camp there. 

Without exception, they thank me and go on their way to some 
place where they can get those facilities. 

Mr. Sisk. I apprec ‘iate your position in this matter, Mr. Kramer, 
and I think there possibly is some justice to some of the things that 
you have said. But, of course, that then leads to the very situation 
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that I think could be precedent setting. Let us assume that 140 people 
or 100 people or 500 people went in and took the 100-foot frontage 
you have on the riverbank, each. Pretty soon there just would be no 
access for the public. That, I think, is the fear that we all have, be- 
cause of the fact that is property owned by the one-hundred-and- 
seventy-odd million people of the country. 

I appreciate the fact that you would hope to develop this in such a 
way as to make access possible to other people, and yet I do not quite 
see how you could go in as an individual and take 140 feet of the river- 
bank, and then I could come along, if 1 were not a Member of Con- 
gress, and do the same thing, and so on down the line. 

Of course, we know pretty quick what would happen. And with 
the desire apparently of Californians to get out in the desert, as we 
have observed in the past 4 or 5 days, I can foresee in very short order 
this river will be lined from Parker Dam to the Mexican border, and, 
as a result, all the balance of the public will then be precluded. 

In line with what Congressman Udall of Arizona said, I am in 
agreement that in some way we will have to arrive at a compromise 
and give you people such justice as you deserve. 

Mr. Kramer. Mr. Sisk, I would like to point out, if I could, that 
is the very reason that we have as much area as we can possibly 
squeeze in in red, and if we were given some sort of jurisdiction over 
this land so that we could invoke those boundary lines and set them 
aside for public use, public campgrounds and so forth, then we would 
be in position to refuse anybody else to come in there. 

But, now, if somebody wants to come in and set right down in the 
middle of one of those red areas that we would like to develop into a 
public campground, there is nothing we can do about it. 

Mr. Sisx. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. I just had a question or two. I want to clarify 1 or 2 
things. 

I think Mr. Kramer’s position would be more or less like a person 
coming into a piece of property I own, and I came out and saw them 
and said, “Well, that is fine. You can hook onto my electric meter if 
you want to.” I would not have a right to call him a squatter or 
a trespasser. He would be more than that. He would not actually 
be a licensee, but he is there by permission, at least tacit permission, 
and he should not necessarily be called a trespasser as if he were a 
criminal, because a trespasser is subject to criminal prosecution. 

So I have reason to appreciate the work these people have done 
up there, and I can see very little difference between having the State 
of California take it as a park and develop it. 

I know in every park we have we have to pay a small fee to go into, 
and that is what they would charge here. 

The question I want to ask: Are there some mill sites along the river 
there that have any standing? : 

Mr. Kramer. There is not. We have investigated that no later than 
just a month or 2 months ago, as well as numerous times before that. 
The Bureau of Land Management in Los Angeles—we have talked 
to Mr. Witmer, and Mr. Witmer has brought in some mining people 
in charge of mining who have searched the records, and they have 
assured us there is no valid mill site or mines within our area. 
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Mr. Urr. It is your belief, with the development of your district, 
that you could serve the public just as well as if it were a State park 
or if it were under the national park system ? 

Mr. Kramer. Congressman Utt, we are very optimistic. We think 
we can do it better. I am not going to say that, but I think possibly 
we could do it cheaper. 

I would like to explain to Congressman Saylor that it is purely for 
a practical reason you obey the codes of San Bernardino, because 
the electricians and plumbers probably would not hook up your 
facilities otherwise. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Urr. I have 1 or 2 more questions. 

If there were a 200-foot setback as proposed by the Park Service, 
how many of these 100 houses fall within that zone and would have to 
be moved out ? 

Mr. Kramer. Every one of them. 

Mr. Urr. None beyond the 200 feet ? 

Mr. Kramer. There is none beyond—there is no improvement that 
we can find on the entire river in this 11-mile stretch on either side 
of the river except one small utility house in a trailer park that falls 
outside of the 200-foot setback. 

Mr. Urr. I know last Sunday I spent the weekend down there and 
had Congressman Udall’s idea of going into one of the camps down 
there and refusing to pay admission. I thought again I might be in 
trouble if I were trespassing myself. So I did not do that. 

What provision would you make with the Federal Government if 
you had a 20-year lease and there were large permanent improvements 
nut on there as to damages to be paid for the improvements if the 
lease were terminated at the end of 20 years? 

Mr. Kramer. I do not believe I am prepared to answer that ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Urr. What I am getting at—you would be up against the same 
thing ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. I do not quite understand it. 

Mr. Urr. You have 20 years under your lease. I go in and sublease 
from your park and build a $100,000 home with Mr. Engle’s money, 
and at the end of 10 or 20 years the lease expires, and I am going to 
come back to Congress to extend my lease or bail me out. Have you 
made any provision for the termination of the lease in the way of 
damages ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. You are talking about the lease that we would expect 
to get ¢ 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 

Mr. Kramer. From the Government, or the sublease that we, as a 
district, would give to the individual ? 

Mr. Urrt. They are bound by the same cord. My lease would expire 
concurrently with yours. 

Mr. Kramer. I was out talking it over with my colleagues and con- 
stituents, and I think we would like to see the same sort of lease that is 
in existence with other branches of the Government, such as Fish and 
Wildlife for the National Park Service or the Forest Service, a 20-year 
lease with an option to renew. 

Mr. Urr. In perpetuity forever and forever ? 
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Mr. Kramer. Well, speaking for myself only at this point, at my 
age I would settle for a 20 and 20. [Laughter. | 

Mr. Urr. That is the first optimist that has been here today. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. CHenoweru. How many people are coming during the season 
to this area ¢ 

Mr. Kramer. It has been awfully hard for us to ascertain that ac- 
curately, but we hiave checked with the camps and with the people who 
have told us how many people they have coming down as friends and 
relatives, and we have checked with the ¢ ‘alifornia- Ari izona checking 
stations, bug stations, as we call them, and, as near as we can estimate, 
there are approximately 250,000 people. 

Mr. CuenowetH. During what period / 

Mr. Kramer. A year. 

Mr. CuenowernH. Can they find accommodations there now at rea- 
sonable prices / 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. How accessible is this area ? 

Mr. Kramer. From where / 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Say from Los Angeles. 

Mr. Kramer. It is 270 miles from Los Angeles over fairly good, 
hard-surfaced roads. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. How far are you from a main highway ? 

Mr. Kramer. It goes wp on a dead-end road. It is not accessible. 
Let's put it this way: it is about 75 miles from Blythe, which is on 
No. 60 and No. 70 Highws ay, and it is about the same distance, 70 
or 75 miles, from Needles, which is on Highway 66. 

Mr. CHENowetTH. What type of road is this / 

Mr. Kramer. It is what we call a desert hard-top road, oiled sand 
road. It was originally a private road put in by the Metropolitan 
Water District and called the Aqueduct Road. It has only been 3 or 4 
years ago it was turned over to the county, and is now maintained by 
the county. 

Mr. CuenowetH. The county keeps the road up? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CHEenoweru. What business are you in? 

Mr. Kramer. [amnotin business. Iam retired. 

Mr. CoenowernH. You have no facilities you are offering to sell ? 

Mr. Kramer. No, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Are others enjoying a lucrative business ? 

Mr. Kramer. No; I would not say they are, sir. Let’s put it this 
way: they are making a living. They are not charging exorbitant 
prices. They are making a little out of it, and, because of the fact 
they cannot borrow any money, as I stated before, every dime they 

ean spare goes back in the business to improve and enlarge. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. They are enlarging and 1 Improving their business 
and getting additional business all the time. So they are going into a 
bigger business ev ery vear? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CHenowerH. And will continue to grow ? 

Mr. Kramer. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Cuenowetnu. [think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 








ee oo 


“Ss _— to 


cl 


LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROBLEMS 27 


The Cuarmman. Judge Saund, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Saunp. No; thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Senator Goldwater, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Gotpwater. No; thank you. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. Kramer, we appreciate your excellent state- 
ment, given under difficult circumstances. 

Mr. Ropes. May I ask one more question, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Ruopes. You said San Bernardino C ounty taxes you on your 
possessory right ? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. In what way do they assess that possessory right? 
Do they assess it the same _ if you owned the land in fee simple? 

Mr. Kramer. Frankly, I do not know. No—well, this is hearsay 
again. I do not know just what they do. All I know is on our tax 
bills—there, again, I say in our passive, cooperative attitude, we do not 
question it; we just go ahead and pay it. We have on our tax bills per- 
sonal property, improvements, and so forth, and possessory interest in 
land. I think this year it was $4.35 a hundred. I could be off a few 
pennies. 

Mr. Ruopes. You do not know what the valuation of your particular 
property was? 

Mr. Kramer. The overall ? 

Mr. Ropes. Yes. 

Mr. Kramer. No; I donot. I paid $100 tax, I know. 

Mr. Ruopes. I would not know mine, either, right now. So that is 
all right. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Kramer, for the excel- 
lent statement you have made. We appreciate your appearance and 
your testimony. 

Mr. Kramer. Thank you, gentleman. 

The Cuarrman. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

The CuarrmMan. We will hear Mr. Rush. 

Mr. Rush next, Mr. Murphy, Mr. Fox, and Mr. Thompson, in se- 
quence, without interruption, for questioning, and then we will ques- 
tion all of those witnesses en bloc. Is there objection to that procedure ? 

Mr. Upauti. Mr. Chairman, not objecting, but just as an inquiry, I 
think Senator Goldwater—he can correct me if 1 am mistaken—par- 
ticularly is interested in the Indian-lease phase of the hearing, and I 
clo not think he can be here tomorrow. 

[ am hoping part of the time this afternoon might be devoted to that 
phase of the hearing, at least hear a witness or two, so we might explore 
that. 

Mr. Ruopers. Mr. Moeur, of the Arizona Interstate Stream Commis- 
sion, also wishes to address himself to that particular subject, and he 
cannot be here tomorrow. 

Senator en I might say, as far as I am concerned, I came 
here merely to listen. I do have a short statement I would like to make, 
either at the conclusion of today’s hearing or prior to taking up the 
lease question. You do not have to abandon your present se hedule for 
me, but I did not realize Mr. Moeur had to go back today also. 
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The Cuarrman. We would like to accommodate ourselves to your 
convenience, Senator, and it does not make very much difference in 
which order we call these witnesses. So, if the committee is agree- 
able, we will hear these additional witnesses, wind up this matter, and 
reserve at least the last hour for leasing, which would give time for 
Senator Goldwater and Mr. Moeur, and take up further witnesses 
tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Kramer. We have tried to time our material pretty close, and I 
believe the other witnesses participating in our matter will not con- 
sume over 20 minutes. 

The Cuarrman. We are interested in hearing everybody. On the 
other hand, cumulative testimony is not particularly helpful because 
it only adds to the statements already made. If it is new material, 
we certainly want to hear it. 

We understand Mr. Rush does have new material. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

The Cuarrman. We will recess the hearings and reconvene at the 
Appleby Schoolhouse. 

(Whereby, at 3:15 p. m., a recess was taken, reconvening at 3:30 
p.m. in the Appleby Schoolhouse, Blythe, Calif.) 

The CuarrMan. The subcommittee will again be in order. 

We are now guests of the school district, and the Chair wishes to 
advise not only the audience but the committee members that smok- 
ing is not permitted in a schoolroom. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

The Cuatrman. The next witness, under previous order of the com- 
mittee, is Mr. Tom Rush. 

Mr. Rush, we are glad to have your statement. You have a pre- 
pared statement, I assume ! 

Mr. Rusu. Yes. 

The CuHarmmMan. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF TOM RUSH, PARKER DAM, CALIF., DELEGATE TO 
THE INLAND COUNCIL OF CONSERVATION CLUBS 


Mr. Rusu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Tom Rush. I am the delegate from the Parker Dam area to the 
Inland Council of Conservation Clubs. 

Now the Inland Council of Conservation Clubs represents all of the 
organizations and peoples of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties 
in their efforts to obtain better recreational facilities. When it con- 
cerns outdoor sports, such as hunting, fishing, boating and just plain 
outdoor living, we do our best to see that good, straightforward com- 
mon sense planning of a constructive nature is accomplished. We do 
this through the California Wildlife Federation, which is the state- 
wide parent organization, and through the various other public bodies 
such as your committee. 

Now the report which we are about to give you concerns that portion 
of the Colorado River from Parker to Parker Dam only. Please 


visualize just that part of the river between Parker Dam and Squaw 
Dam. 
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We are not going to talk about the Indian reservation recreational 
leases because they come right down to the water’s edge, and we are 
not going to go into the leases on Lake Havasu by Federal Fish and 
Wildlife because they also come right down to the water. 

However, the planning by the National Park Service for that little 

viece of riverbank about 11 miles long, lying between the two areas I 
just mentioned has come in for considerable criticism by the visiting 
public. 

This portion of the river is called the Parker Dam unit. 

When the report by the National Park Service outlining their plans 
for the Parker Dam unit was released last April, there was so much 
criticism of the details of the plan that it was necessary to start taking 
action to discover just what the wishes of the public are. 

First, a complete copy of the Park Service plan was sent to the 

various groups, so they would get the true plan and not be going on 
hearsay. Then a questionnaire was prepared and sent out so that 
we would get the answers in a condensed, understandable form. 

I will now read the answers: 


Report ON LAND USE OF THE PARKER DAM UNIT FOR RECREATION ON THE 
CoLorapo RIVER 


Results and summary of questionnaire submitted to the recreation and 
conservation clubs visiting and using above area 


QUESTION NAIRE SUBMITTED TO 68 ACTIVE CLUBS IN MAY 1957 


I: TOT Oasis adhesin tg iin chic neces cn ign aoeeeinenaamnoreemtanadtelacenertaiinen 53 
EON DIO oi cidiicrescwinno tine dae ner cceneninhiiadbaatee 45 

Clubs answering “Uninterested bec ause too controversial”’_________-______ S 
Special comments with returned questionnaires_____-._._-..--_--__-_---_ 26 


The following questions were asked and answers polled with these 
results : 
QUESTION N AIRE TO ALL CLUBS 


Subject: Land Use Program for the Parker Dam Unit of the Lower Colorado 
River. 

Location: That portion of the river lands on both the Arizona and. California 
side of the Colorado River downstream from Parker Dam to the Indian 
reservation (11 miles). 

All questions are concerning the recommendations contained in a memo- 
randum resting on the desk of the Secretary of Interior in Washington awaiting 
his immediate approval or disapproval. 

Question: Do you approve of moving all commercial camps, trailer sites, 
motels, and lodge accommodations 200 feet back from the river’s edge? Yes, 1; 
no, 48. 

Do you approve the evacuating of all seasonal and permanent residents from 
the area? Yes, 1; no, 43. 

Do you approve of a mass relocation of seasonal and permanent residents to 
the Indian reservation? Yes, 1; no, 40. 

Do you approve a “10-year plan” whereby, the United States Park Service 
and Bureau of Reclamation will evacuate everyone and remove buildings and 
improvements and plan some sort of Federal park recreation plan? Yes, 2; 
no, 40. 

Do you approve of private development of recreational facilities in the dis- 
trict for the public, such as camps, resorts, trailer courts, etc., for public use? 
Yes, 41; No, 2. 


20944—58——-3 
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Would you prefer administration of the area by: 


Percent 
cn ae en a ae it pe an ee 1 
Ceaornin monte pers One Demtnes.- 8.62 a ce 7 
Gam, Deenerding GoOwey ace oa ch ard ies oe es Best 36 
Which do you prefer for recreational use : 
Lake Mead under United States Park Service administration’._._._.-._._..... 3 
The Colorado River from the Indian reservation to Parker Dam under 
county recreation district administration *_._______._________- adh tis QD 
Would you rather see development of the immediate river banks for camp- 
ing, trailer sites and living accommodations________-__---__-_----~~-- . 41 
Or all facilities to be at least 200 feet back from the river_____._________-~ 1 


21 elub voted for both. 


Is it desirable to let the 200 feet of riverbank revert to its natural state of 
brush and river growth? Yes, 3; no, 39. 

Fill in each blank with approximate percentage 

What percentage of your club membership are: 


Percent Percent 
Watir aagre oiie  ack 51| Fishermen ___--_~_- hls sce ey... 41 
i a ee ee i bree 23 os ee ee ed 24 


Fill in each blank with approximate percentage : 


Percent 
What percentage of your club membership works for the Federal, State, 

Oy CONNRES, DOVE TRIIII a. kn dc he th eee ine i es eT atinlis 5 
Te The a cdc hat atsa ae tah hal as Mine cr ndiaalen iain iabeciea ek deeded tha licens one 10 
Are working in private enterprise_____...__________-_-__- nde tka ni ceca Aide cd 76 
Not: -Ste0Gt. x56: 436.000 .26- dSk ee Se nee 9 


A complete list of names and addresses will be given your secretary upon 
request. 

Before summarizing this questionnaire, it should be stated that no 
resident clubs of the Colorado River area were canvassed. 

We wished to get a true expression from the public, who do not live 
on the river and have no commercial nor occupancy interest thereon. 
Only active clubs who come to the river for recreational purposes 
were sent questionnaires. In other words, the above answers are from 
the using public as voiced through their organized groups. The people 
and their families, who belong to the above 45 clubs, represent ap- 
proximately 9,000 people. They are the ones who come over from 
once to 8 or 10 times per year. They use the river and its banks for 
boating, water skiing, fishing, swimming, hunting, rock hounding and 
just plain loafing. 

There is 5 times the occupancy during the 3 summer months that 
there is during the 3 winter months. This has occurred during the 
last 3 years and is caused by the immense increase in small boating 
and water skiing. 

The peak months are May, June, July, August, and September. 
Ninety percent of the people bring their children and their boats. 
They camp as near to the water as possible to keep cool and swim 
and ski in front of their camps. They are not interested in the desert, 
as it has no scenic attraction here. All they wish to do is to drive 
across the desert as quickly as possible, get their boat in the water, 
camp set up, and start using the river. 

If, for any reason, a 200-foot setback from the riverbank was to 
be established, the public could no longer use and enjoy the river. 

In summarizing the results of the questionnaire, the following facts 
are definitely est: rablished : 
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Any 200-foot setback from the river’s edge is vetoed 43 to 1. 
Allowing 200 feet of riverbank to revert back to its natural state is 
not only “undesirable but dangerous. 

. The visiting public desires San Bernardino County to admin- 
ae the recreational use of the land, 36 votes to 7 votes for State 
parks and 1 vote for National Park Service. The comments show 
that the county recreation district is set up to do and is doing a good 
age They should be given control of the land. 

There is no conflict between permanent recreational residency 
slong the river and the weekend and vacationing public. Only one 
club objected to private residences being where they now are ow- 
ever, there is unanimous objection to anyone fencing or claiming 
more than the immediate ground they are occupying. The public 

wants to have the riverbanks developed for use. They do not want 
the Government nor any individuals to preserve or reserve the im- 
“re : riverbanks from occupancy. 

The Parker Dam County Recreation District wins 40 votes to 3 
‘tli over Lake Mead recreation area as now set up for recreation. 

5. Ninety-eight percent of the visiting public come from within a 
250-mile radius—mostly from the San Bernardino-Los Angeles area. 
Therefore, the Parker Dam unit has no national significance nor 
appeal. It is strictly a local ‘water-sports area used by families who 
wish to escape the smog of southern California. 

May we suggest that “perhaps the reason the public is against na- 
tional parks taking over is not because they do not like the Park 
Service, but that they feel that the Parker Dam area is not the type 
of area best suited to Federal administration. San Bernardino 
County, through its recreation district, is doing a bangup job and 
should be recognized as the proper administrator. 

At present there are 16 camps and resorts affected by the National 
Park Service plan. Ifthe Federal plan is adopted, these camps would 
be eliminated, thus throwing approximately 9,000 persons into 2 camps 
on the Arizona side that are unaffected because they are on deeded 
land. 

The public does not want the immediate riverbanks taken away 
from them. They want the riverbanks developed for use by the 
public, ee the lines planned by the county recreation district. 

The California Division of Beaches and Parks have endorsed the 
county district and have withdrawn their application in favor of the 
county districts application. 

The county district has been developing their plan with voluntary 
subscriptions, and have already accomplished a lot of improvements. 

We do not wish the Federal Park Service, the Indian Service, or 
any other Federal agency to step in and tear down what has already 
been done. 

There are plenty of other areas along the river that are undeveloped. 
If the Federal Park Service wished to spend money on a project, let 
them pick a location that is more suitable to their plan and will not 
interfere with public use of the riverbanks. 

In closing may we ask your committee to explain to the Secretary 
of Interior that the recreation-seeking public, that the people who 
come over to use the Parker Dam unit for boating, et cetera, want 
to use the immediate riverbanks and want them developed with more 
facilities along the lines of the county recreation district planning. 
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We ask your committee to prevail upon the Secretary of Interior 
to act favorably upon the application of the county recreation dis- 
trict for administration of the land within the district, and to also give 
administration of the Arizona side to a comparable district or county 


board. 

All of these questionnaires and comments that were sent out, and 
the addresses, and commodores of the clubs, I have them, and if, for 
any reason, any members of the committee would like to further con- 
tact the public—and, believe me, the public are the people that the 
place should be developed for—I would be glad to work with you. 

Mr. Mercaur. You are supplying for the record the names and ad- 
dresses of the clubs who participated in this questionnaire ? 

Mr. Rusu. If you wish me to, I will mail them to Mr. McFarland. 
They are in San Bernardino. 

Mr. Ruopes. May we also have the number of members in each 
one of the clubs? 

Mr. Rusu. Yes, sir; the membership. 

The Cuarrman. What we want is the name of the club, the num- 
ber in the club, and the address of the club. 

(Commirrer Nore.—The list of clubs follows. The number of mem 
bers in each club was not furnished.) 


Automobile Club of Southern California : 
Charles B. Warren, 214 Cherry Drive, Pasadena, Calif. 
J.N. Woltz, 14542 Greenleaf Drive, Sherman Oaks, Calif. 
J. W. Wagner, 4340 Maury Avenue, Long Beach, Calif. 
F. P. Pellissier, Box 87, Olancha, Calif. 
Herbert Linkletter, 673 Shepard, San Pedro, Calif. 
W. N. Dacey, 4026 Brompton Avenue, Bell, Calif. 
R. C. Buckley, outing department, Post Office Box 2890, Los Angeles, Calif. 
American Water Ski Association: Bill Morris, 24672 Woodward Avenue, Lomita, 
Calif, 
Airstream Club: Frank Newman, 9301 Weldon Drive, Garden Grove, Calif. 
Alpine Ski Club: Neil Nichols, 2507 Kansas Street, South Gate, Calif. 
American Water Ski Association, west coast division: Fred 8. Landis, 180 East 
Eighth Street, Chico, Calif. 
Alameda Bay Sportsmen: G. L. Allen, 1032 Gardenia Avenue, Long Beach, Calif. 
Alhambra Spinfishers : John G. Lowe, Post Office Box 23, Alhambra, Calif. 
Aqua-Jestors of Southern California: Bud Vanderbush, 13660 East Lakeland, 
Whittier, Calif. 
Bakersfield Outboard Club : 511 Jefferson Street, Bakersfield, Calif. 
Bass Lake Boat and Ski Club, Post Office Box 211, Bass Lake, Madera County, 
Calif. 
Carlsbad Boat and Ski Club: 
C. Roy Workman, 1355 Forest Avenue, Carlsbad, Calif. 
E. J. Litchfield, 159 Sequoia, Carlsbad, Calif. 
Richard 8S. Osborn, Box 522, Carlsbad, Calif. 
Colton Boat and Ski Club: 
Robert L. Schnore, 1144 Serrano Road, Colton, Calif. 
Sam C. Russell, 142 East A, Colton, Calif. 
Russ Brown, 765 West Laurel, Colton, Calif. 
Chamber of Commerce: Delbert Miller, 645 Court Street, San Bernardino, Calif. 
California Cruising Club: Ed J. Schneider, 101014 Tabor Street, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 
Compton Gun Club: George Christensen, 3685 Imperial, Lynwood, Calif. 
Cabrillo Beach Water Ski Club: 
Chad Carroll, 3720 Stephan White Drive, San Pedro, Calif. 
S. R. Sampson, 25116 Frampton, Harbor City, Calif. 
Channel City Power Boat Association: June Corliss, 152 Alameda Padre Serra, 
Santa Barbara, Calif. 
Carlsbad Journal: Buzz Garland, Box 248, Carlsbad, Calif. 
Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce: Max O. Ewald, Box 265, Carlsbad, Calif. 
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Corona Chamber of Commerce: Melvin Humble, 511 West 10th, Corona, Calif. 
Crescent Bay Boat Club: F. 8. Pritchard, 2542 Bentley Avenue, West Los Angeles, 
Calif. 
Downey Boat and Ski Club: 
Robert C. Pearson, 10415 Picovista, Downey, Calif. 
Jack Lehman, 9706 Manzanar Avenue, Downey, Calif, 
Joe B. Howard, 13505 Leibacher Avenue, Norwalk, Calif. 
Douglas Rod and Gun Club: James P. Lewis, 3855 Lakewood Boulevard, Long 
Beach, Calif. 
Draggin’ Wagon Club: 
Mrs. R. W. Oates, 2456 Cedar Avenue, Bakersfield, Calif. 
H. C. Dickey, Route 1, Box 162, Bakersfield, Calif. 
Desert Boat and Ski Club: Al Gibbon, 516 West Highland, Phoenix, Arix. 
Elks Club: 
A. H. Vanderboom, 12241 Haster Street, Garden Grove, Calif. 
Preston Aker, 503 East Ninth Street, Escondido, Calif. 
E. O. Soyland, 13272 Chapman, Orange, Calif. 
James D. Porter, 820 Adobe Road, Kenwood, Calif. 
Hastern Star Women’s Club: Mrs. H. H. Carstensen, 327 North Loraine, Glen- 
dora, Calif. 
East Pasadena Kiwanis: Jerry Zak, 1687 East Colorado Street, East Pasadena, 
Calif. 
Essoe Casas Movitas: 
Mrs. Helen Gold, 1854 West 149th Street, Gardena, Calif. 
Amos Ballentine, 930 San Gabriel, Azusa, Calif. 
Earl Ballentine, 946 Virginia Street, El Segundo, Calif. 
Walt Hanneford, 721 Sierra Street, El Segundo, Calif. 
Harold Baker, 837 Penn Street, El Segundo, Calif. 
T. B. Dinwiddie, 324 East Acacia, El Segundo, Calif. 
Edward Smyth, 356 Whiting Street, El Segundo, Calif. 
Eliot Junior Hi Rod and Gun Club: Gene Hamilton, Box 101, Inglewood, Calif. 
Foothill Ski Club: 
W. L. MeCormick, 402 East Colorado, Monrovia, Calif. 
Leon Crandall, care of Red Buck Lodge, Mammoth Lakes, Calif. 
Ken Gilmer, 410 West First Street, Azusa, Calif. 
Future Farmers of America: Bob Adams, 1209 Acacia, Orange, Calif. 
Fullerton Trailer Club: B. W. Robinson, 442 West Wilshire, Fullerton, Calif. 
Fullerton Spinners: Harold E. Morris, 1125 North Riedel, Fullerton, Calif. 
Gardena Boat and Ski Club: Norman L. Davis, 9730 West 168th Street, Lawn- 
dale, Calif. 
Golden Gate Water Ski Club: J. Paul Gutlebeu, 1917 Sanford Street, Alameda, 
Calif. 
Garden Grove Trailer Club: Maj. Cortland Gilmore, 2065 Cherry Avenue, Long 
Beach, Calif. 
Gray Moose Trailer Club: L. M. Scharff, 7314 Bear Avenue, Bell, Calif. 
Garden Grove Sportsmen’s Club: K. L. Black, Garden Grove Sporting Goods, 
Garden Grove, Calif. 
Hollywood Lapidary Club: Mr. and Mrs. R. S. Smith, 1606 Benedict Canyon, 
Beverly Hillis, Calif. 
Hugh’s Tool Employees Association Sportsmen’s Club: J. F. Putnam, 2411 Pier 
Avenue, Santa Monica, Calif. 
Happy Hogan Trailer Club: 
Roy W. Kelley, 8162 East Franklin Street, Buena Park, Calif. 
John J. Beaver, 1054 South Court Street, Stanton, Calif. 
H. G. Davis, 561 Floral Drive, Whittier, Calif. 
F. E. Nevshetz, 714 East Penn Street, Whittier, Calif. 
D. D. Plaisted, 4554 East 58th Street, Maywood, Calif. 
Hawthorne Hustle Hats: 
A. L. Everett, 626 Oxford Avenue, Hawthorne, Calif. 
Verl D. Koons, 4864 West 140th Street, Hawthorne, Calif. 
Walter D. Nielson, 482 Manor Drive, Hawthorne, Calif. 
Hollywood Rod and Gun Club: M. F. Kerner, 1870 North Vermont Avenue, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Inland Boat Club: 
I. R. Rebort, 8663 Bennett, Fontana, Calif. 
Florine Dundas, Box 384, Redlands, Calif. 
International Indoor Sports: J. O. Douglas, 7259 Fulton, North Hollywood, 
Calif. 
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Inter Mountain Pals: J. V .Date, Box 107, Hughson, Calif. 
Ingle-Thorne Rod and Gun Club: Box 101, Inglewood, Calif. 
Kern County Boat and Ski Club: Bob Cooper, 322 Columbus Street, Bakersfield, 
Calif. 
Kingfisher Angling Club: Bob Verburg, Box 107, Orange, Calif. 
Kenskill Caravan Club: Col. F. R. McReynolds, Box 372, Glendale, Calif. 
Lions Club: 
Graham R. Wright, 156 South Lincoln Street, Roseville, Calif. 
Roy F. McClellan, 3337 Magnolia Avenue, Long Beach, Calif. 
Don K. Butts, 320 Santa Ana Avenue, Newport Beach, Calif. 
Long Beach Boat and Ski Club: 
Mrs. Betty Dansby, 426 Monrovia Avenue, Long Beach, Calif. 
R. D. Smith, 732 West 135th Street, Gardena, Calif. 
Los Angeles Fire Department Boat Club: Garry R. Rice, 235 Bolt Street, Venice 
Calif. 
Los Angeles Boat and Ski Club: 
Mrs. Joyce Piggott, 9319 South Western Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif. 
J. R. Pavlousky, 8643 Cypress Avenue, South Gate, Calif. 
Curt and Martha Gibson, 17594 Foothill, Fontana, Calif. 
Long Beach Trailer Club: George McPheeters, 800 Terraine Avenue, Long Beach, 
Calif. 
Lockheed Aircraft Boat Club: 
Burdett Family, 4230 Bellingham, Studio City, Calif. 
W. A. Goss, 7736 Tujunga, North Hollywood, Calif. 
Lake Arrowhead Yacht Club: Ted Cooper, 149 West 22d Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Long Beach Spinfishers : Carthus Parrs, 414 Pine Avenue, Long Beach, Calif. 
Lynwood Rod and Gun Club: E. W. Shoemaker, Box 89, Lynwood, Calif. 
Lodi Trailer Club: 
Lazarre Friedberger, 1240 South Stockton Street, Lodi, Calif. 
F. U. Curtis, 5400 San Francisco Boulevard, Sacramento, Calif. 
R. P. Humphrey, 503 North Baltimore Avenue, Monterey Park, Calif. 
Andra A. Johnson, 661 Swanston Drive, Sacramento, Calif. 
La Canada Sportsmen’s Club: Chet Douglas, 1322 Green Lane, La Canada, Calif. 
Mount Baldy Boat Club: 
Clarence L. White, 720 Indian Hill Boulevard, Claremont, Calif. 
G. L: Tappan, 256 Ford Avenue, Pomona, Calif. 
T. M. Rodgers, 5056 West B Street, Ontario, Calif. 
Earl Lowe, Box 216, Upland, Calif. 
Monterey Park Rod and Gun Club: C. M. Neal, 403 North Chandler Avenue, 
Monterey Park, Calif. 
Marina Boat and Ski Club: 
Bryan Gerrick, 3977 Sawtelle Boulevard, Culver City, Calif. 
Donald Steinhauser, 4837 Midvale Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Mar Vista Ski Club: Don Smitt, 10419 Venice Boulevard, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Marine Boat and Ski Club: Stanley M. Cherman, box 66184, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 
Marina Del Rey Anglers: Fred Kissinger, 3617 Greenwood Avenue, Los An- 
geles, Calif. 
Montrose Cub Pack No. 7: Edward DeVreugo, 2625 Orange Avenue, La Ore- 
senta, Calif. 
Marine Propeller Service: John L. Keefer, 3108 Lafayette, Newport Beach, 
Calif. 
Napa Trailerites: Fred D. Samuels, 52 Garfield Lane, Napa, Calif. 
Northrop Boat and Ski Club: 
Ed Santoro 4636 Bulova, Torrance, Calif. 
Wayne Lee, 3500 Poinsettia, Manhattan Beach, Calif. 
National Auto Club: 
P. M. Kriby, box 4, Sun Valley, Calif. 
Chet Heisler, 613 North Morada, West Covina, Calif. 
National Auto Club, 313 West 17th Street, Santa Ana, Calif. 
Nomads: 
Robert Edwards, 7329 Louise Avenue, Van Nuys, Calif. 
Donald Shelton, 6918 Bellaire Avenue, North Hollywood, Calif. 
Northwest Los Angeles Lions: Clarence C. Ward, 1004 Echo Park Avenue, Los 
Angeles, Calif. 
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North American Aviation Trailer Club: 
William Lenbaugh, 11729 South Street, Andrews Place, Los Angeles, Calif. 
John P. Anderson, 22016 Viseanio Road, Woodland Hills, Calif. 
Marion J. Morris, 3522 West 117th Street, Inglewood, Calif. 
James Warner, 2944 Alesandro Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 
A. E. Zobel, 16321 Roosevelt Highway, Santa Monica, Calif. 
Northern California Trailer Club, Inec.: William Stahl, rural route box 
Boulder Creek, Calif. 
North Hollywood 20-30 Club: Wally Schulte, box 417, North Hollywood, Calif. 
National Association of Optometrists: C. F. Pages, O. D., 614 South Hill Street, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Optimist Club: Robert J. Simpson, 116 Valencia, San Clemente, Calif. 
Orange County Outboard Club: 
John Fonda, box 1382, Santa Ana, Calif. 
William A. Wylie, 11642 Walnut, Orange, Calif. 
Outboard Boating Club of Long Beach: 1203 Marine Avenue, Wilmington, Calif. 
Pasadena Tel Rod and Gun: L. W. Zion, 310 Wyland Way, Duarte, Calif. 
Pasadena Outboard Club: 
W. D. Wingate, 1141 East Cameron, West Covina, Calif. 
William Evans, 648 Palm Drive, Glendale, Calif. 
Earl Conn, 4924 La Madera, El Monte, Calif. 
Pacific Coast Speedboat and Water Ski Association : 
Bill Morris, 24672 Woodward Avenue, Lomita, Calif. 
Frank J. Savino, 1780 Albion Street, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Bruce Izatt, 430 Doyle Drive, San Gabriel, Calif. 
Janet Oliphaut, 5546 North Alesandro, Temple City, Calif. 
Pasadena Boat and Ski Club: 10613 South Gramercy Place, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Pacific Outboard Club: W. A. Chapman, Jr., 241 South Third, Burbank, Calif. 
Palo Verde Rod and Gun Club: Box 8, Palo Verde, Calif. 
Pacific Power Boat Club, Inc.: 4339 East Overlook Drive, San Diego, Calif. 
Pomona Valley Rod and Gun Club: R. B. Halligan, 145 East Monterey Avenue, 
Pomona, Calif. 
Postal Sportsmen’s Rod and Gun Club: Box 3501, Terminal Annex, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 
Pacific Trailer Club: Mrs. Frances Marshall, 41389 West Avenue, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 
Phoenix Ski Club: 
J. S. Keck, 1104 West Glendale, Phoenix, Ariz. 
Robert L. Starkovich, 114 East Mariposa, Phoenix, Ariz. 
Rotary Clubs: 
BE. D. Jackson, 1358 Indian Hill, Claremont, Calif. 
Neal Russell, Robertson Boulevard, Chowchilla, Calif. 
W. Kittsinger, Hotel Laguna, Laguna Beach, Calif. 
Redlands Ski Club: 
sill Cantwell, 42 The Terrace, Redlands, Calif. 
Fred P. Dickerson, Cortner Hall, University of Redlands, Redlands, Calif. 
A. Ernest Berkherwer, 25 Cajon Street, Redlands, Calif. 
Rogue Rovers: Russ Peebles, 507 Southeast M Street, Grants Pass, Oreg. 
(Will forward.) 
Radioplane Employees Rod and Gun Club: Allan R. Mead, 8000 Woodley Avenue, 
Van Nuys, Calif. 
Southern California Boat Club: Henry Williams, 3622 Weikare, Bell, Calif. 
Bell, Calif. 
Southern California Ski Club: 
R. C. Randall, 704 East Garfield, Glendale, Calif. 
Don Meramble, 16040 Ludlow Street, Granada Hills, Calif. 
Southern California Water Ski Club: 
Richard W. Mortimor, 710 North Reese Place, Burbank, Calif. 
Orland O. Curleo, 6313 Sultana Avenue, San Gabriel, Calif. 
Andy Soegaard, 2525 South Sycamore Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif. 
South Bay Boat and Ski Club: 
Ronald R. Forrester, 1703 245th Street, Lomita, Calif. 
BE. A. Gardner, 26530 President Avenue, Harbor City, Calif. 
D. C. Osborne, 1702 245th Street, Lomita, Calif. 
Ross Price, 1733 West 256th Street, Lomita, Calif. 
Allen G. Whittier, 1649 255th Street, Harbor City, Calif. 
Seal Beach Sportsmen’s Club: O. H. Carson, 206 2d Street, Seal Beach, Calif. 
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Southern California Gas Co. Rod and Gun Club: L. C. Fulwiler, 9651 East Lang- 
den Avenue, Temple City, Calif. 
Santa Cruz Power Boat Club: Frank L Emmons, 227 San Juan Avenue, Santa 
Cruz, Calif. 
Ski Ducks Boat Club: G. C. Hanson, 8314 Sharp Avenue, Sun Valley, Calif. 
South Shore Boat Club: Box E, Harbor City, Calif. 
Sea Skippers: 
Carl A. Pelz, 2986 Eton, Pomona, Calif. 
Bobby Graham, 740 West J Street, Ontario, Calif. 
James C. Treat, 240 East Kingsley Avenue, Pomona, Calif. 
San Diego Speedboat Club Inc.: Art Creatura, 3252 53d Street, San Diego, Calif. 
San Grabriel Valley Boat and Ski Club: Clyde Beaston, 4112 North Cogswell 
Road, E] Monte, Calif. 
South Bay Motor Boat Club: George Nibert, 2414 Voorhees, Redondo Beach, 
Calif. 
Stockton Water Ski Club: Gene Williamson, 1220 San Juan Avenue, Stockton, 
Calif. 
Stanislaus County Water Ski Association: Seldon Graham, 1511 J Street, 
Modesto, Calif. 
San Luis Yacht Club, Inc.: Roy A. Parsons, Box 98, San Luis Obispo, Calif. 
Speed and Spray: Kent Hitchcock, 619 Via Lido Sand, Newport Beach, Calif. 
San Diego Ski Club: Helen Burner, 9261 Virginian Lane, La Mesa, Calif. 
San Fernando Japanese American Fishing Club: Tom Ikuta, 7601 Ethel Avenue, 
North Hollywood, Calif. 
Santa Monica Rod and Rel Club: J. C. Janis, Box 444, Santa Monica, Calif. 
San Diego Trailer Club: 
H. N. Hardenbrook, 4595 Winona Avenue, San Diego, Calif. 
Joseph Baxter, 8719 Jefferson, La Mesa, Calif. 
Sid Kirsner, 154 Landis Avenue, Chula Vista, Calif. 
Santa Ana Trailer Club: 
F. K. Halstead, 2153 National, Costa Mesa, Calif. 
Joseph G. Rose, 2035 Maple Street, Santa Ana, Calif. 
Tele Mark Ski Club: Glen Gladson, 17053 Covello Street, Van Nuys, Calif. 
Trailer Amigos: 
Hazel Smith, 482 East Grinnel Drive, Burbank, Calif. 
M. E. Dunn, 12070 Pierce Street, San Fernando, Calif. 
Trail-Airs Trailer Club: Carl Leon, Sr., in care of Air Research Manufacturing 
Co., 9851 Sepulveda Boulevard, Department 84-3, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Uga Shanton Trailer Club: E. Squire, 8025 Bergman Lane, Downey, Calif. 
Valley Boat and Ski Club: 
David Wishnack, 7046 Alcove Avenue, North Hollywood, Calif. 
Bob Eads, 3832 Seneca Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Vallejo Trailer Club: Ed W. Price, 1020 Kentucky Street, Vallejo, Calif. 
Vista Trailer Club: 
Walter Pontsler, 733 Bonita Drive, Vista, Calif. 
H. R. Whisler, 710, 4th Street, Oceanside, Calif. 
Via Jeros: 
M. A. Oakes, 116 Barton Road, Colton, Calif. 
Jimmie Williams, 2353 Genevieve, San Bernardino, Calif. 
Woodland Hills Sportsmen’s Club: William Whitley, 22740 MacFarlane Drive, 
Woodland Hills, Calif. 
Wickenburg Roundup Club: Bill Bass, La Siesta Motel, Wickenburg Ariz. 
Windward Boat Club: Tom Maddox, 3702 Bayside Walk, San Diego, Calif. 
Water World Magazine: 5959 Hollywood Boulevard, Hollywood, Calif., care of 
Chuck Geuvit 
Wally Byam Caravans: 
Mrs. H. B. Schwanborn, 2204 Lindora Street, Bakersfield, Calif. 
W. Byam Western Unit, Jac Davis, 863 North Beverly Glen, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 
Yucca Valley Community Club: J. C. Beal, Box 723, Yucea Valley, Calif. 
Riverside Reel and Ski Club: L. L. Putman, 4014 Garden Home Court, Riverside, 
Calif. 
Sportfish Unlimited: Florence Pitts, secretary, Parker Dam, Calif. 
Parker Rod and Gun Club: John Branson, president, Parker, Ariz. 
Challengers Angling Club: Care of Harry Van Dine, Desert River Camp, Parker 
Dam, Calif. 
Izaak Walton League: Care of Harry Van Dine, Desert River Camp, Parker 
Dam, Calif. 
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The Cuatrman. We are going to call the other witnesses under pre- 
vious order of the committee, whose testimony I understand will be 
brief, and then we will question everybody in this group. I am sure 
there will be some comments or questions on the interesting state- 
ment you made, Mr. Rush. 

The next witness is Mr. Murphy. 

Will you state your full name and address. 


STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY PATRICK MURPHY, CROSS ROADS, CALIF. 


Mr. Murruy. My name is Timothy Patrick Murphy, Cross Roads, 
Calif., Box 172. 

Speaking of a little history of the strip of land along the Colorado 
River, 11 miles stretching between the Indian reservation to the south 
and Parker Dam to the north, much can be said. When I a saw 
this place it really cast a spell on me, for I could see a great possi- 
bility here of ii a vast recreation center, which was very paate 
needed in the are 

I made seve1 af trips here to look the country over. There was 
very little here at that time which was 1948, and really there were only 
a few places you could get from the road to the river. About all you 
could = was to go by boat to do your fishing. 

There was He one place here at that time where you could camp 
and pull a trailer in, and that was Tommy Kinder’s camp at the very 
end of this 11 miles up against the Indian reservation. They had no 
sanitation or much comfort; just a place to get into. 

I started out to find out how I could acquire some of this land, and 
was told it was all squatters, pick out what I wanted and move in. 
I picked out a place on the north end of the strip that I thought I 
wanted. 

Well, just to be right, I went up to Parker Dam to find out how solid 
I was, and had a talk with the top man, who was Mr. McWilliams, and 
there I had a little disappointment, as Mr. McWilliams informed me 
that they did not want me or anyone else on that particular spot. But 
he at that time told me that there was plenty of spots on down the 
river which I could move on and it was O. K. by them. So, that I did. 
I located on a spot which I bought out from Mr. Andy Hale. 

The reason I bought this man out was the location. 

Now, on May 2, 1947, the Government ran a powerline down this 
L1-mile str ip and gave out contracts to the few people living along the 
banks of the Colorado to furnish them power. This contract. was 
signed by Mr. C. H. Genaler, Superintendent of Indian Affairs, on 
Ms ay 2,1947. Each customer w as charged $120 in advance to furnish 
money to build the line, and a minimum of $5 per month for service. 
Since that time several more have been issued contracts and are receiv- 
ing pow er. 

Myself, I have paid the Government on an average of $1,400 per 
year on my place, and been very glad to doit. Really, all my dealings 
with the Government departments have been most. pleasant. 

I took over and started to develop my park here on April 15, 1948, 
and have been very happy here since. 

It was in 1950 there came a rumor here that we were going to be set 
off. So Tommy Kinder and I made a trip to Boulder City to the 
main office of the Bureau of Reclamation and had a long talk with Mr. 
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Maritz in the Director’s Office. When I told Mr. Maritz of this rumor, 
he told us that he was sure that if anything like that was going on it 
would have to come through that office, which it had not, and he as- 
sured us that the Department knew that we were on this land and 
really had no objections, and that we were doing a job of cleaning up 
this strip for them, a job that they could not spend any money to do, 
as their appropriations were given to be spent for construction and 
not to clean up a place for recreation. As far as the Department 
was concerned, he was sure we had nothing to worry about. 

So we came home in high spirits and went to work. Since then 
many things have h: appened here. It became very necessary that we 
have telephones. The Indian Service installed our lines, and we paid 
the expense of $1,500 for building the line, and we had a fair phone 
service. 

Most of the people who live here along the river are retired people, 
in their reclining years, on small pensions, and would have a pretty 
hard time living in the city and keeping their heads above water. 
Here they are able to live and enjoy their last years the way they want 
to. 

Now I have seen much developing here since I came. Many homes 
have been built, strips of land have been cleared, trees have been 
planted, and all these improvements have been installed under the 
inspection of San Bernardino building inspectors, who have been 
most cooperative in every respect. 

We have people from all walks of life living and enjoying life along 
this 11-mile strip of river. There are old-age pensioners, retired 
Navy and Army, policemen, firemen, and many other retired from 
other forces, who have come here and built comfortable homes and 
planted gardens, trees, shrubs, and flowers. Everybody respects the 
other fellows’ rights and we have very little trouble in maintaining 
peace and order here. 

Back in the days of the construction of the dam, the people lived 
all along this strip. Now Mr. Harry Burke, one of the employees of 
the Reclamation Department, went to work at the dam and there was 
no place to live on the project. He made it known he would like to 
live on the river, and they sent a survey crew down and surveyed off 
a place on this strip, and he has been living there ever since. He 
retired last year from the Department, and has never been bothered 
until now. 

Since I came here there has been formed and put into action the 
county recreation district, and they have provided a deputy sheriff 
in this strip, road improv ements, put buoys in the river in dangerous 
points, sponsored by the State fish and game, installed dumping 
grounds, and cleaned up roadside dumps, installed directional signals, 
and installed free boat ramps, and, in general, improvements to help 
along the river for the boats. 

Thank you 

The Caamman. Thank you very much, Mr. Murphy. If you will 
stand by, no doubt there will be some questions with regard to your 
very fine statement. 

The next witness is Mr. Fox. 

Will you state your name, your address, and whom you represent 
if other than yourself, for the record. 
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STATEMENT OF MERLE A. FOX, PARKER, ARIZ. 


Mr. Fox. Mr. Chairman and honorable committee, I am Merle A. 
Fox, Box 1772, Parker, Ariz. Iam here for the people of the Arizona 
side of the river, appointed by the City Council of Parker. 

The CuHarmman. Say that again so we can be sure what you mean. 
You said you are appointed by the City Council of Parker to repre- 
sent ¢ 

Mr. Fox. The people living on the Arizona side of the river. 

Approximately 10 years ago people began to find the Colorado 
River between the Indian reservation and Parker Dam. They began 
to chop holes and paths in the brush down to the water so they could 
see the river, and then they began to build homes. And some fishing 
camps started, and later turned into trailer parks and motels. 

These people who have homes along the river live there most of 
the year. They have cleaned up the riverbanks and planted trees, 
lawns, flowers, and maintained the grounds all the time. 

All of the people have friends and relatives who come and enjoy the 
river weekends and holidays. I know of people who have 25 to 50 
— at their place on holidays. 

e also have commercial camps, who have spent their money to 
plant trees, lawns, build boat ramps, beaches, piers, put in restrooms, 
lighting, pump in water and all the things that go to take care of the 
public. They have to hire help to clean up and maintain, haul gar- 
bage, mow lawns, water trees. So they charge a nominal fee for the 
use of their facilities, 

Now, if a Government body takes this over, are they going to put 
manpower here to maintain this for the public? If so, who is going 
to pay for it? All of the people or the ones that use it, as it is now? 

Give these people leases so they can have security, and let them 
improve and maintain one of the best parks in the country, with no 
tax dollars from the people in Montana, Florida, and the rest of the 
United States, who do not expect to ever use this river. 

Take a look at the Government leases just south of this district 
and see what kind of a mess it is. We do not want that kind of a 
thing to happen to the rest of the river. We want local control so 
we can keep our troubles at home. 

There is no conflict of interest between Arizona and California in this 
area, and the Arizona residents are willing to follow the pattern out- 
lined by the Parker Dam County District. 

In May of 1955, the town of Parker, Ariz., filed for a lease on the 
Arizona side of the river in view of carrying out the same plan for 
recreation as the Parker Dam Recreation District. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Fox, for that excellent 
statement. 

The next witness is Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Upauy. May I just say a word? 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upauv. Senator Ray Thompson, State senator from Yuma 
County, is serving his second term at the present time, and is one of 
our highly respected citizens in this part of the State. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you. 

The Caarrman. You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF RAY H. THOMPSON, ARIZONA STATE SENATOR 
FROM YUMA COUNTY, PARKER, ARIZ. 


Mr. THompson. My name is Ray H. Thompson. I live at Parker, 
Ariz. 

I would just like to say that we heartily concur with Mr. Kramer’s 
statement, that we object very strenuously to the plan as outlined 
by the Park Service, especially the 200-foot part which takes us back 
off the river entirely. 

We think that possibly only through good, sound management can 
the maximum number of people enjoy the benefit of the Colorado 
River. We think that we really have one of the largest recreational 
areas in the State, and, through good, sound management, we can 
support possibly three times as many people as we have now for many 
hours of enjoyment on weekends. 

The Parker City Council asked me to come down today, as well as 
Mr. Fox. We would like the opportunity to sit with any Government 
agency that is appointed, either you gentlemen or someone from the 
Park ‘Service, and go into our problems i in possibly a little more de- 

tail. We think that we do have problems. We do not think the ques- 

tion of squatters is any local or new problem, because squatters, I 
think, have been squatting on land in the West as long as I can re- 
member. 

These people are there. They have been allowed to remain there 
by the Federal Government for the last 15 or 20 years. They have 

taken water for drinking purposes from the Colorado River, and 
other privileges, and I think possibly more than most of us were 
entitled to. 

We would like to point out the fact that we have a little different 
problem on our side of the river than California has. We have more 
Federal and State lands. Those lands would enable these governing 
bodies to set up possibly more recreational areas for the general pub- 
lic, and I think whoever has jurisdiction of the lands can really 
allocate those portions necessary for public camping, for public use 
of all kinds, very much more readily than they can on the California 
side. 

We would like the opportunity, I think, to talk further with you 
people or the Park Service before any definite decision is made on 
these river lands. We think the people who have lived on the river 
have probably certain rights. 

I do not have any land right on the river in this area, but I think 
the people that are there do have certain rights, and we would just 
like to see that they are taken care of. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to appear. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Senator. 

Now the subject matter is open for questioning. The Chair would 
like to try to end the questioning of these witnesses by 4:30 so that 
we can get to the other matter. 

The gentleman from Florida is recognized under the 5-minute 
rule. 

Mr. Harter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do not know as I have 
any questions. I would like to make an observation here. 

Just a few moments ago I believe Mr. Fox made the comment that 
no taxes—rather, how were you going to man and pay for the facili- 
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ties here? And who were you going to put in charge? Were you 
going to put that tax burden on the people of the United States, in- 
cluding Florida and Montana? I believe that is what he said. 

I would just like to make this observation, Mr. Chairman. The 
other States of the Union in the last few years have been taxed to the 
extent of billions of dollars for reclamation projects here in the West. 
I think that you are adding a lot of unnecessary burdens to your own 
Representatives and to your own Senators when you make statements 
of that kind. My people of Florida assist you in paying the taxes 
into the Treasury necessary to construct and maintain these huge proj- 
ects here in these reclamation States in the West. So it comes, I 
think, with poor grace, to point maybe 1 or 2 States here and throw 
out that kind of line of thought. It does not help your own repre- 
sentatives in the Congress or the Senate when you do, because they 
have enough of a difficult job to convince the other 31 States of the 
Union that you are entitled to these things. 

Where you take these kind of projects and cause this kind of con- 
fusion in your own community, you are certainly not doing anything 
to help your representation. And I might say it has been fine repre- 
sentation. You have got the very best, I think, that you could get. 
They are well qualified to represent you. . 

I just wanted to make that observation, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrman. The Chair would like to remark, he believes that 
the witness had no intention of reflecting upon the great States of 
Florida and Montana. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sayvor. First, Mr. Rush, you said you were only talking about 
the 11 miles between the Indian reservation and Parker Dam. Is 
that right ? 

Mr. Rusu. That is correct. 

Mr. Sayvor. Is that only on the California side of the river? 

Mr. Rusu. That is on both sides, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Now this—— 

Mr. Rusu. May I clarify that? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Rusu. The problem is between the Indian reservation on both 
sides of the river up to Parker Dam. 

Mr. Sayvor. But from information we have received, you are not 
in a position to say that this is the only place this exists in the 200 
miles on the river from here to the Mexican border ? 

Mr. Rusu. What exists? 

Mr. Sartor. People who are coming in and squatting there. 

Mr. Rusu. The reason I wanted to limit my observations and state- 
ments to this 11 miles of river is because that has been the so-called 
guinea pig idea plan of the National Park Service. In other words, 
so far we have received no objections to any planning on the other 
parts of the river, because I do not believe that any other parts of 
the river have been definitely outlined by the National Park Service 
as to what the National Park Service plans to do with them. 

Mr. Sayior. The next thing, you made a statement that you or some 
other people in the area had received criticism by the visiting public. 
What kind of criticism? . 

Mr. Rusu. When this Park Service—for about a year or two the 
National Park Service has been making reports on the whole lower 
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Colorado River, and the first report that was published came out, 
T believe, around 1953, in which it was determined that that portion 
of the river between Parker and Parker Dam was best suited to 
recreation. Consequently, that was about the time when the people 
on the river and in the county of San Bernardino and the State park 
system, who at that time had an application in for that area, got their 
heads together, and the county recreation district was born. 

Then last April it was made known to the public that the National 
Park Service had come out with a plan to develop this particular 
area first, Mr. Saylor, to see what would happen to the rest of the 
area. Then there were a lot of opinions and criticism, and some of 
it was founded on the plan, and some of it was hearsay. 

For instance, one party came to me and said, “Well, we understand 
they are going to build a road right up the riverbank.” 

Another party came to me and said, “We understand they are going 
to throw everybody out of there and make a wilderness area out of it.” 

I explained to them that they were not going to do that, but they 
had a definite plan, and I had a copy of that plan, and I let them 
read it. 

Well, within possibly 2 weeks’ time these folks had come over, and 
most of them belonged to community clubs, boating clubs, ski clubs. 
We had the Chowchilla Navy come down. 

Where is the man from Fresno? 

Mr. Sisk. Right here. 

Mr. Rusu. We had the Chowchilla Navy come down. 

Mr. Stsx. That is the one I represent. 

Mr. Rusu. They are not the one that voted against it. They voted 
for it. 

Anyway, we saw it was necessary not to have a lot of rumors go 
around, but if the Park Service plan was good for the public, that was 
what we wanted. 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask you this: Do you have this piece of prop- 
erty in this tract? 

Mr. Rusu. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Sartor. How big is your tract ? 

Mr. Rusu. I have a resort there. 

Mr. Sartor. What kind of resort do you have? 

Mr. Rusu. I have a trailer court, a store, 8 motel units, and a public 
campground, a boat ramp, and a business. 

Mr. Sartor. How much acreage? 

Mr. Rusu. I do not know the acreage, but we have developed 1,100 
feet and it is all open to the public. 

Mr. Sartor. Does that front on the river ? 

Mr. Rusu. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. It is open to the public for a price? 

Mr. Rusu. Yes. We charge for our utilities and things like that. 

Mr. Sartor. How long have you been there? 

Mr. Rusu. [have been there since 1950. 

Mr. Sartor. What was there when you came? 

Mr. Rusu. Nothing; just brush. 

Mr. Sartor. How did you pick out this piece? 

Mr. Rusu. There was an old fellow living there, and he wanted 
to sell out, and I bought him out. 
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Mr. Sartor. We have heard rumors that people have been run out 
of there at gunpoint. What do you have to say about that ? 

Mr. Rusu. I have been there a long time, and I have never seen 
anybody run out by gunpoint, and I have never actually seen any 
arguments occur. 

Now the question was asked Mr. Kramer, if somebody drove a 
trailer up in his front yard, would he like it. 

Immediately it came to my mind, when we go deer hunting in the 
national forest and we make a camp, well, the next deer hunter does 
not come up and pitch his tent right in the front door of your tent. 
He takes the spot next door, and everybody gets along fine. And that 
is the way it is on the river. 

Mr. Saytor. But you see we have been told there are no new places 
on the river. Mr. Kramer told us that there are large areas fenced 
down there with wire around them, with a big sign up saying “No 
trespassing.” 

Mr. Rusu. | am glad you brought that up, becaue when I first 

came to the river that was the case. There were a lot of fellows there— 
when I say a lot, probably 15 or 20—that were actually trying to peddle 
Government land. I am just going to make it that broad. And it 
was not good, and it was not good for us or the public or the people 
that had homes and their friends. Everybody that was interested in 
seeing the problem solved prevailed upon those people to take their 
fences down. 

Now I would say, offhand, there are only 5 or 6 people that are 
fencing and claiming more land than they are actually using. They 
are not for us. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Murphy, how big a piece of land do you have? 

Mr. Mureuy. Around 525 feet by "320. 

Mr. Sayror. What do you have on your tract? 

Mr. Mcrrry. Well, I have about 65 modern trailer spaces. That 
is, complete with lights, water, and everything that goes with it. I 
have a 20 by 30 recreational hall, and I have two big. units there for 
wi ashing clothes, and stuff like that, and machines in them, and I have 
the rest rooms that the county requires for that amount of trailers. 
I have a store and a home. 

Mr. Saytor. You say you went there in 1948? 

Mr. Murruy. I have been there about 10 years. 

Mr. Savior. What was there when you went there? 

Mr. Murreuy. There was not anything but just a house. 

Mr. Sartor. You bought it? 

Mr. Murpuy. I did. 

Mr. Sartor. Who did you buy it from ? 

Mr. Mureuy. Andy Hale, our barber. 

Mr. Savior. Mr. Fox, did I understand you to say some of these 
people over there have 25 to 50 people come on Sunday or holidays? 

Mr. Fox. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. I want to tell you, I think we would be doing them a 
favor if we canceled the lease. | Laughter. ] 

Seriously, you said you were interested in a type of lease? 

Mr. Fox. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. For the benefit of this committee, what type of lease 
would you suggest these people be given? 
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Mr. Fox. Any type of lease that would run for a period of years 
so that the community could be developed and the lessee would have 
some security that his development would be secured for a number of 
years. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, you heard the first witness we had 
here, Mr. Kramer, say that 20 and 20 would satisfy him because he 
did not expect to be around after the second 20. 

Mr. Fox. I second that. 

Mr. Sartor. And most of the people are retired. But 20 years is 
the standard lease by the national parks? 

Mr. Fox. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Would the people be interested in that type of a lease, 
with the right to renew under whatever circumstances the Park 
Service set up ? 

Mr. Fox. I cannot speak for the rest of the people. Yes—— 

The Cuarrman. Your 5 minutes are up, and mine which I yielded. 
Mr. Mercatr. I will yield my time to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. He is talking my language, and I w would like him to pursue 

this question. 

The Cuarrman. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. Sartor. The next thing is this: 

On the Arizona side of the river, I think Mr. Kramer testified 
earlier, there is some private land. 

Mr. Fox. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. Can you tell us, for the benefit of the record, just about 
how that 11 miles on the Arizona side is divided between public and 
private lands? If you know. 

Mr. Fox. It is a little bit more private land, I would say, than 
public land. 

Mr. Saytor. And what has happened to the public land? Is that 
occupied by squatters / 

Mr. Fox. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. All right, sir. 

Now, Mr. Thompson, you say under proper management the maxi- 
mum number of people would come to use this area. 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. But you objected to the National Park Service having 
anything to do with management in this part of the area. 

Mr. Tompson. No; I did not object to them. I objected to the 
plans which the Park Service has put out. 

I would like to say this, sir, that I think that in time, since approx- 
imately 80 percent of the State of Arizona is publicly owned—I would 
like to think some day that land on the river would be put into pri- 
vate ownership, for 2 or 3 reasons. One of the big reasons, taxes 
could be paid on it for the support of our county, city, State govern- 
ments, schools, and so forth. I would like to think sometimes a 
little of the Federal lands in Arizona would become private lands 
and we would be able to derive taxes for the benefit of the State, 
county, and city. 

Mr. Upatx. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes; I will yield. 
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Mr. Upats. It seems to me California may have an idea on indus- 
try tax we should get in on in our State. I suggest to you that we 
might look into that. I agree with your thought that too often in 
our State we find these types of businesses and establishments that 
are not paying their share of the tax load. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Thompson, you said from as long as you can re- 
member there have been squatters out on the public domain. 

Mr. Tuomeson. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. And in all probability we can go out and find squat- 
ters in other areas than this. 

Mr. THomrson. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. But it has been conceded, has it not, that in squatting 
you get no title as far as the Federal Government is concerned ¢ 

Mr. THompson. Possibly. But, on the other hand, there are ways 
that land could be transferred. Possibly it could be transferred to 
State lands. State lands could be given in lieu of those lands. The 
State could sell those lands, if they did have them, to private owners. 

Mr. Saytor. Has there been any proposition by the State of Ari- 
zona that they exchange those lands ¢ 

Mr. THompson. I donot know. There probably has not. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the-gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Sayor. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, this land has been withdrawn for purposes 
of recreation, and, therefore, would not be subject to exchange. 

Mr. Tuompson. For 30 years. 

Mr. Sayior. Gentlemen, I want to thank each and every one of 
you for your answers, because I think they have been most helpful 
to the committee. 

Mr. Mercatr. Do I have any time left, Mr. Chairman / 

The Cuarrman. You have 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you, Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercatr. I thank the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

As I understand, this National Park Service proposal is to make 
the setback the same on the Arizona side of the river as was testified 
about on the California side; is that right? 

Mr. Tuomrson. That is right. 

Mr. Mercatr. This is new, and I am just developing new material 
here. 

I do want to say to Mr. Fox that I appreciate your concern for the 
taxpayers of my district, and I know they will appreciate it, too. 
However, I have voted for every one of ‘these water- development 
projects. I voted for the upper Colorado project, I voted for the 
distinguished chairman’s Trinity River project that obligated some 
of the tax money of the people of Montana. I do not quite agree 
with my friend from Florida that we do not need this development, 
but when we have that development it is a development for all of 
the people of all of America everywhere. If the citizen of Montana 
wants to come down and participate in the recreational facilities 
around Parker Dam, it is my idea that he has the privilege, just as a 
citizen of California should have the privilege of partic ipating in 
the forests and in the streams, the recreational opportunities wp in 
my State or in the State of Idaho or anywhere within the Northwest. 
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I feel that is part and parcel of this whole reclamation, Corps of 
Engineers, flood control, multiple-purpose flood control, multiple- 
purpose development everywhere in America. 

There are some deeded Jands, I understand, on the Arizona side. 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Metcatr. And some State lands? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mercatr. So there would be need to have commercial develop- 
ment, and access to State lands and to public lands probably is not 
not available as in California. 

Mr. THomrson. No. We have more public lands; we have more 
State lands than private lands. I think the area needs oe 
more than anything else, so that the maximum number of people ca 
be benefited by it. 

Mr. Metcatr. You agree with these people from California—this 
squatter’s proposition aside—that this proposed 200-foot setback is 
not the proper approach to the development of the area ? 

Mr. THompson. No; it definitely 1s not. People will not come out 
there and build 200 feet back from the river unless the river frontage 
grows to brush like it was. I have been there for 30 or 40 years. I 
know the river, and am very familiar with the river, and when 
people come out there they come out for river frontage. They want 
to be down on the river, not down on the sandhills or back in some 
wash. In order to enjoy it, you have got to be on the riverbank. 

Mr. Mercatr. So, whatever program, or whoever authorizes it, for 
the benefit of everybody, we have to have a better proposal for the 
development than is proposed by the National Parks? 

Mr. THomrson. That is my idea. 

The Cuarrman. The gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. I reserve my time, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuareman. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I just want to take notice and recognition of the Chow- 
chilla Navy, which I represent. Iam very happy about that. 

With that, I yield the balance of my time. 

The Cxatrman. Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I was particularly interested in the statement about 
the 200-foot strip, Mr. Thompson, Is it not true that that probably 
would not only be a very unattractive piece of property but would 
continue to use more water by transpiration than we in the West can 
afford to use for that purpose? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, Congressman Rhodes, it certainly would. 

Mr. Ruopres. And would certainly be a waste as far as the whole 
West is concerned ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. It would be a snakehole, everything else. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would you like to mention skunks, too? 

Mr. Tuompson. I would. 

Mr. RusH. We had eight skunks in our camp. 

Mr. Ruopes. I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Uparx. I want to see that our 4: 30 deadline is met. I just have 
a couple of observations. 

It. does seem to me this is an excellent example here today of the 
whole congressional process. You gentlemen certainly have a much 
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better idea of what is on the mind of a congressional committee in 
Washington, of the type of people you have, and the way they think. 

I think it should be obvious to you there are going to have to be 
accommodations and compromises, and you are not going to get it 
just exactly the way you would like it. 

I know I have a much better concept myself, and I am sure all the 
other members of the committee do, of what the problem is. I think 
we probably have some ideas for potential solutions with respect to it. 
But I think the attitude Senator Thompson exemplified here is right, 
that the proposal by the Bureau of Reclamation is an extreme posi- 
tion, and I think the proposal by anybody who says to leave it the 
way it is also is an extreme position. The solution lies somewhere 
in between. 

We hope this committee, working with, we would hope, the bureaus 
involved, can work out an appropriate solution of this particular 
problem. 

I just want to make that as an observation. 

We have a friend of reclamation here, Congressman Haley, and 
we have some of the leading conservation spokesmen, such as Mr. 
Saylor, of Pennsylvania, such as Mr. Metcalf, of Montana, and other 
members of the committee also. I think this has been a very healthy 
thing and a very good exhibition of the democratic process at work. 

Mr. Ruopes. Also the Republican. [Laughter. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the record show 
that Parker Dam has been completely paid for by the metropolitan 
water district and not by the Reclamation Bureau. 

I would also like to remark that there has been a lot of statements 
about moral rights of these people, and I would like to make the 
statement there is some 300 miles of river frontage, taking both sides 
of the river, between here and the Mexican border, and there is some 
moral obligation on the Federal Government. 

To have permitted this development here, and now to have found 
it good, and to say, “Now it is ours,” when they have 300 miles of 
undeveloped shorelands is a moral deterioration of government, and 
the Government: has some moral obligation to these people to offset 
the moral right they have. 

The Cuarrman. Judge Chenoweth. 

Mr. CuenowetH. I have one question. 

All of the testimony this afternoon has been concerning recreation. 
Is that the only problem in connection with this squatter situation? 


I thought there was some question of farmland and use of water. Is 
that involved here? 


Mr. Rusu. Not in our area; no, sir. 

Mr. Upatu. Judge, that concerns an area on down below where the 
bridge we looked at was built, and that is a separate problem, although 
it involves the problem of people squatting on the public domain, But 
the farming problem is a separate problem. 

Mr. CuenowetH. One is recreation and the other is farming ? 

Mr. Upatu. That is right. 

Mr. Cuenowetrn. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHatrman. Judge Saund. 

Mr.Saunp. No questions. 
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The CHarrman. Senator Goldwater. 

Senator GotpwArer. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I just 
have a comment to make. 

I personally do not like to see any more land go into the Federal 
Government. If they create Federal parks up and down that river 
up there, the city of Parker will get nothing from it. The Government 
never leaves anything where they go; they take it away. 

Personally, I am. hopeful that. something can be worked out where 
leases can be obtained by these people, so that one of the main sources 
of income of the city of Parker can be maintained. Everything is 
going along fine up there, and I think it is something which this com- 
mittee, working with the bureaus, can work out so the Government does 
not come into Arizona and California a little bit more. 

You know and I know the Federal Government owns so much of 
our land today we are approaching a crisis in that we cannot collect 
enough taxes to run our own government. That is my only comment. 

The Coarrman. Thank you, Senator. 


And thank you, Mr. Rush, Mr. Murphy, Mr. Fox, and Senator 


Thompson. We have appreciated your excellent statements to this 
committee. 

The Cuamman. The next order of business before this committee 
is the matter of the Indian leases. Without objection, the bill S. 2161, 
together with the Interior Department’s report, will be made a part 
of the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


[S. 2161, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 
AN ACT To amend the Act of August 14, 1955 (69 Stat. 725) 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act of August 14, 1955 (69 Stat. 
725), is amended by deleting the words “Two Years” wherever they appear and 
by inserting in lieu thereof “Four Years.” 

Passed the Senate June 26 (legislative day, June 21), 1957. 

Attest: 

FELTON M. JOHNSTON, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 15, 1957. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ENGLE: Your committee has requested a report on S. 2161, a bill 
to amend the act of August 14, 1955 (69 Stat. 725). 

We recommend that the bill be enacted. 

The act of August 14, 1955 (69 Stat. 725), was enacted as a temporary ex- 
pedient to permit lands on the Colorado River Indian Reservation to be leased 
during the following 2 years, by which time a controversy over the ownership 
of the reservation was expected to be resolved either by litigation then pending 
in the Indian Claims Commission or by act of Congress. The legislation was 
regarded as necessary because considerable doubt existed regarding the appli- 


cability of the general tribal leasing laws to this reservation. The 2-year limita- 


tion was imposed because until the Indian title had been determined the leases 
would need to be executed by the Secretary rather than by the tribe, and that 
procedure should not be followed for a long period of time. 

Further legislation has not been proposed to resolve the title dispute because 
the issue was expected to be resolved before the end of the 2-year period by a 
decision of the Indian Claims Commission. That decision has not been made, 
however, and it is not expected before the end of the year. 
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Under the terms of the present law, all authority to make new leases will 
expire on August 14, 1957, and thereafter all income received from leases then 
existing will be held in a special account pending a determination of the bene- 
ficial ownership of the land. This will deprive the tribe of funds with which to 
pay regular operating expenses. 

We believe that a 2-year extension of the authority contained in the present 
law is desirable, and we hope that before the end of the 2-year extension the 
title dispute will be resolved. 

The execution of development leases as authorized by the present law and 
as proposed by the Department will relieve the Federal Government of the need 
for making large expenditures of Federal funds to develop the Indian lands, 
and the leases are not expected to affect adversely the merits of the claims now 
being litigated in the case of Arizona v. California. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
RoGer ERNST, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

The Cuairman. Senator Goldwater, I will be glad to recognize 
you for such statement as you may desire to make, because we know 
you have to leave. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BARRY GOLDWATER, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


Senator Gorpwarer. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 
of being here today. IL will keep my remarks extremely brief. I do 
not have to leave yet. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, I just want to go into a bit 
of the background of this lease, and particularly ae amendment that 
I offered in the Sen: ite, and which passed the Senate, S. 2161, relative 
to it. 

The reason for this is that there has been some misunderstanding 
of the purpose of this amendment, and I think it has had some bear- 
ing on the attitude of some individuals relative to the lease itself. 

S. 2161 has passed the Senate and is now resting in your committee 
for hearings next year as an amendment to Public Law 390 of the 
84th Congress. 

I might explain briefly there is a public law on the books, placed 
there in the 83d Congress, one which I sponsored, which enabled other 
Indian reservations to make leases for all purposes except agriculture 
and livestock for 25 years, renewable for 25 years. 

We could not apply that public law to this particular Indian reserva- 
tion because we have two sections: one, the northern reserve, which 
is now mostly developed, which you saw this morning; the other, the 
southern reserve, over which there is some cloud. There is no cloud 
over the northern reserve, but as to the southern reserve, the execu- 
tive act which set it up said it was to be held for the Indians of the 
Colorado River and its tributaries. Because of that language, it is 
now before the Court of Claims, as I understand, and until that is 
settled, whenever there are any leases made on that particular southern 
reserve, the moneys will not benefit the Indians who are living there, 
but will revert to the general fund. 

My act, Public Law 390, was merely to allow the Indians who are 
now living there, about 1,400 of them, mostly in the northern reserve, 
to benefit from whatever leases may be made on the southern reserve, 
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providing the southern reserve could be leased. That provision ex- 
pired August 14, 1957, and in my amendment, S. 2161, the language 
was merely to renew that portion of the act for 2 years to allow these 
Indians to benefit from any leases that might, be made in that time. 

I might say that this particular act, Public Law 390, allows leasing 
for all purposes for 25 years originally and 25 years renewable, inelud- 
ing agriculture and livestock, for the obvious reason that you saw 
this morning—the very poor condition of that land. 

Now, this amendment or the act in no way at all refers to water. 
It has not the word “water” in it any place that I can recollect. The 
lease can be made—in fact, it has been made—without this amend- 
ment. 

The amendment, as I repeat, is only an attempt to get these Indians 
whatever benefits might accrue from the leases on the southern re- 
serve. 

There has been one prior attempt by the Federal Government to 
develop this entire project. In fact, the Federal Government spent 
in excess of $17 million, and you saw the evidences of it there this 
morning—canals, laterals, and ditches, leveling and so forth—in an 
effort to bring the Navaho and Hopi Indians for rehabilitation pur- 
poses. It was a failure, and the land has since, as you can see, gone 
pretty much the way of all desert land when we do not constantly use 
it under reclamation purposes. 

This is not a new idea. I left my notes at home, but I know the 
idea is over 40 years old—the development of this entire reservation. 
Other attempts have been made, but they are back in dim history. 

This is the second lease call to my knowledge. The first bid call 
went out about a year ago in August, and, to my knowledge, there 
were no answers. They were calls for small parcels of land. Then 
an individual came to the Indian Bureau and offered to lease the 
entire thing without any bids. The second bid call went out about 
February, and, as you know, a lease has been made subsequent to the 
bids opening. 

This lease has extreme value to the Indians. It has, of course, ex- 
treme value to Arizona. Any time that any of these arid regions can 
develop that amount of land it is bound to affect the economy not only 
of the immediate region but of the entire State. 

Other witnesses will add to what I have had to say. I wanted to 
keep this brief, but I wanted to take this opportunity to point up 
another problem which, while it is not directly related to this, in my 
mind there could be assumed some relationship to it, and it is of 
extreme importance—the decisions of the Supreme Court which have 
held the Federal Government holds supreme title to the waters which 
rise on Federal land. 

I might say that 98 percent of the western watershed is on Federal! 
land. 

This decision has in the past 2 vears created a situation which, in 
my mind, must be promptly clarified. The Attorney General, as a 

result of those decisions, with which he obviously agrees, can argue 
that this Federal title applies to point of origin and not to the States 
through which the stream flows regardless of State law. 

Legislation has been introduced to correct this decision of the court, 
and I hope that both bodies of Congress expedite hearings and passage 
of this needed legislation. 
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The Federal Government’s assumptions of these rights creates an- 
other problem in view of several other court decisions. I might cite 
these. 

Henry Winters’ case, which is the Supreme Court case record in 
207th United States Reports, at page 564; and the Walker /rriga- 
tion District case, which is a circuit court of appeals case (104 F. 2d 
334) ; and the Antanum I rrigation case (236 F. 2d 321). 

These relate to Indian water rights. When reservations have been 
created by treaty, it is my understanding that water rights have been 
spelled out. When these reservations have been included in areas 
covered by compact, it is my further understanding that these rights 
have been further recognized. 

However, when a reservation has been created by Executive order, 
then the Federal Government, under the decision of the Walker case, 
can divert water for uses regardless of the fact that this diversion 
could have serious impact on those prior users downstream. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the seriousness of this has just come to the 
West's attention since the decision in the Fallon Dam case in Oregon 
about 2 years ago. It has further come to the attention of this im- 
mediate part of the West because of efforts of diversion on intrastate 
streams having no bearing on interstate streams. 

Because of ‘these recent serious developments, I suggest that this 
committee join with other groups of Congress, and join with the 
National Reclamation Association in suggesting that the governors of 
the States so affected, the Indians who could be affected, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, and the Justice Department meet as soon as 
possible to seek a solution that will, at the same time, provide justice 
to the Indians and protection for the downstream users. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to say. I want to thank you for 
the opportunity of being with you here. 

The CHarrMan. May. I ask you a question, Senator ? 

Senator GoLtpwatrer. Yes. 

The CuHatrman. Do I understand that you support this Indian 
lease / 

Senator Gotpwater. Let me put it this way: I do not see what 
the Indian Bureau could do but offer this land for lease. I think 
they would be derelict in their duties to the Indians, I think the 
Department. of the Interior would be derelict in their duties to the 
cian and I think the Justice Department would probably force 
them, if asked to do so, to offer this land for lease. 

The CuarrmMan. The reason I ask the question, I understood that 
on two separate occasions the Interior Department has refused to 
commit further water either to Palo Verde or Imperial irrigation 
districts because of the pendency of the present litigation. I thought 
that position made sense. 

After having agreed there was a good deal of intelligence in not 
committing further water on the Colorado River until this litigation 
was straightened out, I was stunned to find out, at the last hour and 
the 50th minute before the authority expired under the law, the In- 
terior Department had committed itself to a lease of 65,000 acres of 
land on the Colorado River Indian Reservatiton. I know they say 
they did not guarantee any water supply. 

Senator Gotpwater. That is right. 
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The Cuairman. But you and I know, just as well as we are sitting 
here, that land is not worth a hoot, is not even good jackrabbit land, 
without water on it. 

What I am asking, in the light of the position taken by the Depart- 
ment, do you think it is fair that they should haul off and refuse 
to make commitments on one side of the river and turn around and 
make commitments on the other? Is that an equitable proposition ¢ 

Senator GorpwarTer. I was not aware of the refusal that you 
refer to. 

As for the water rights, there are no water rights guaranteed in 
either the call or bids, nor in the lease, as I understand it. 

I will be perfectly honest with you. As a businessman, I would 
not be particularly interested in a lease. without spelling out the 
water rights, but the water rights are not included in the lease at all. 

Now let us assume that land would be leased for recreational 
purposes 

The CuarrMan. Just a moment. Let me read section 5 (b) of the 
contract : 





Water supply: The water supply will be that of the Colorado River irrigation 
project, diverted at Headgate Rock Dam. Inasmuch as no previous determina- 
tion has ever been made as to the quantity of water available for use on said 
reservation, the proposed uses of water are subject to prior uses of and on the 
Colorodo River Indian Reservation, and any limitations of use imposed by 
operation of law, decrees, or orders of court, the lessor provides no assurance 
of the adequacy of water supply and assumes no liability for inadequacy of 
water rights. 

Senator Gotpwater. That is right. 

The CHatrman. It does say that they are committing whatever 
right is there at this time. 

I do not want to enter into an argument. 

Senator Gorpwarer. No; you asked me a question, and I think I 
answered it. If you want to get into the question of water and where 
that water is coming from, I think we have competent witnesses here 
today to testify on Arizona’s position on the matter. I think we have 
competent witnesses that can testify as to the stand of the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

Now, should the lease have been made? I say I do not think 
the Department of the Interior could refuse to make a call for bids. 
Now they do not have to accept the bids, and if the bid has been 
accepted and it is not acted on by the lessee, we would have another 
question in mind. 

The CHatrmMan. There is one thing about it, Senator: You and I 
can debate the matter at great length back in Washington, but there 
may be some people here who want to be heard, and we can hear them, 
and our discussion of the matter, of course, can continue without 
prejudice to either viewpoint. 

[ think my friend from Arizona, John Rhodes, may want to make 
a statement. 

The gentleman from Arizona. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. RHODES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, matters regarding this lease are im- 
portant to both the States of Arizona and California. 
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One of the problems involved in evaluating the desirability of this 
lease is the amount of water which will be put to beneficial consump- 
tive use and which will, therefore, presumably be charged to either 
Arizona or California. It is not enough to have figures of gross 
diversion of water. It is also necessary to have an estimate as to the 
amount of this water which will return to the river and which will, 
therefore, be a credit against the diversion. 

Also, it has been alleged that the net consumptive use of water will 
be diminished somewhat by credits arising from the eradication of 
phreatophytes. The extent of these credits is as yet unknown. The 
State of Arizona does not have the capacity or the funds available to 
determine the magnitude of such credits. It seems logical, therefore, 
that the Bureau of Indian Affairs should prevail on the Bureau of 
Reclamation to make a study on this reservation which will lead to 
the establishment of a reasonable estimate as to the credits which will 
probably be allowed against diversion. 

Also, the Federal Government has alleged in the case of Arizona v. 
California that 7 acre-feet of water per acre per year will be required 
for the irrigation of these lands. Most people I have talked to who 
know this area think that such a diversion would waterlog the land in 
a short time, and that the figure is unrealistic. 

Therefore, it seems to me that the Government should immediately 
take steps to gather the information necessary to advise the States 
involved as to the magnitude of the net water consumption which will 
be charged to them as a result of the consummation of this lease. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatn. The chairman knows all of us want to get on the record. 

This is a very important matter in the State of ‘Arizona. If the 
committee would permit, I would like to make a brief statement about 
this very difficult problem. 

I feel, as Senator Goldwater has expressed it, that the Department 
of the Interior not only acted properly but did its duty in offering this 
pom for lease. I feel when the history of this whole matter is pre- 

ented that you gentlemen will recognize not only that it was neces- 
sary to do that, but it was equitable and right to do it. 

I want to say one other thing, too, so that the record is clear on this. 

We are going to hear testimony from my good friend, J. H. Moeur, 
who is the attorney for the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, in 
a moment, setting forth the position of that body. 

As I construe my position, what I am stating here today—indeed, 
I dare say Senator Goldwater concurs with me—I do not feel my posi- 
tion is inconsistent with that taken by the Interstate Stream Commis- 
sion of being opposed to new projects and new uses of water until the 
time the Arizona-California lawsuit is completely litigated. 

Why do I feel there is not any inconsistency ¢ 

I want to explain that. In the first place, this Colorado River 
Indian Reservation—let us keep in mind these Indians up here were 
here long before any of us were on the scene. Indeed, before our coun- 
try was ‘discovered. The use of water for irrigation in this reserva- 
tion was taken into account the first time by Congress in the act of 
March 2, 1867, 90 years ago. Senator Goldwater left his notes at 
home, but. I have a few here. 
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In 1910, long before any of the vast works in the lower Colorado 
River V alley were even contemplated, when, I dare say, even Hoover 
Dam was some engineer's dream, legislation was passed by Congress 
authorizing the development of the “Colorado River Indian Reserva- 
tion. I refer to Public Law 114 of the 61st Congress, in 1911, before 
Arizona even became a State, in which, to fulfill treaty stipulations 
with the various Indian tribes—this is m an appropriation bill—for 
Arizona and New Mexico included the following language: 

For the construction of a pumping plant to be used for irrigation purposes on 
the Colorado River Reservation, together with necessary canals * * * for the 
purpose of securing an appropriation of water for the irrigation of approxi- 
mately 150,000 acres of land, $50,000. 

In other words, congressional policy was established at that time, 
and that is the reason | say there is equity on the side of these people. 

Now, as we went further with the development of the lower Colo- 

rado, this is the thing that struck me in the plane today : Down below 
the Mexican border, on the Arizona side, the Yuma project, you see 
a big green area there. Imperial Valley has been developed with the 
waters of the Colorado. Then coming on up to Blythe, all of this vast 
plains area in the river bottom in California is developed. The only 
area you saw that was not green and was not fully developed was in 

Arizona on the Colorado River Indian Reservation, and that responsi- 
bility, the reason it has not been, rests, in my opinion, on the Congress 
itself for not carrying out this policy enunciated way back there in 
1911. 

jut, as we have gone ahead with the development of this area, it 
has been a horse-trading proposition with Representatives of Arizona 
and California. Senator Hayden has been there. He can relate the 
history of a lot of these things. 

California wanted to build Parker Dam and an aqueduct into 
Los Angeles, and Headgate Rock Dam was Arizona’s part of the 
horse trade, so we could develop a little land in our area. 

The truth of the matter is it was not developed. 

Yet, as a result of the $17 million expenditure to which Senator 
Goldwater referred, what was done with that money was to construct 
Headgate Rock Dam. I will quote now from a letter written by 
Assistant Secretary Ernst to Senator Hayden, dated June 28, 1957, 
which I am going to ask be put in the record. 

This dam, the main canals, lateral spill, and structures have been built with 
adequate capacity to divert and carry through them water for the irrigation of 
the total project. 

In other words, we are not dealing here with a new project: we are 
not dealing here with a new use. Much of this land has already been 
subjugated when they tried to bring Indian tribes to Arizona. Water 
has been put on the land, and much of it irrigated. So we are not 
talking about some new project the Department of the Interior just 
conceived. They first talked about it 90 years ago. The 150,000-acre 
development was contemplated by Congress 45 years ago. Within 
the past 20 years, $17 million or $18 million was appropriated to build 
the works and to get the project underway. 

Therefore, I say to my California friends, those in the lower part. 
of the basin here, this plan is not something new. The uses of water 
proposed here are not something new. Indeed, although we cannot 
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establish it with exactness, it seems to me that there is a very big 
water right already established up there by water are actually been 
put on the land, by canals and laterals having been built in the major 
part of this area. Therefore, I think the argument that this is a 
new use, that it can be condemned by saying there is a sort of general 
agreement between Arizona and California that there be no new pro- 
jects or new uses of water—I think this is an exception that comes out- 
side that agreement and that understanding because of the history 
I have mentioned here now. 

I have said all of this, taken this brief time of the committee, because 
I want to supplement. what Senator Goldwater said. I wanted to 
make out the case for the development of this land for the State of 
Arizona. I wanted to make out the case for this Indian tribe. 

The truth of the matter is there are three methods under which 
this land might have been developed : 

Congress could appropriate the money. Indeed, it made a start 
toward that. But Congress is slow in ed OE these Indian appropria- 
tions. 

The Indians themselves could do it, but they are one of the most 
impecunious tribes we have in our State. 

The only method left, if Congress will not appropriate additional 
money, obviously, which could ‘be done with the deadlock we have 
before us, was to do it by this private type of leasing arrangement. 

Therefore, I feel the Department of the Interior should do its duty 
to this particular tribe of Indians, to keep the agreements that have 
been made in the past, to keep the word of C ongress, and have acted 
entirely properly in going ahead with this. 

I feel the development of this land is not going to hurt any of these 
other areas. 

I agree with Senator Goldwater in the statement he made with re- 
spect to this whole water-rights problem. I do not pretend to know 
where the water which is to be consumed and used on this project is 
going to be allocated. That is probably a problem for the courts. 
But I do know, and I reiterate, that this is no new project; it has 
been contemplated for many years by the Congress, and I think the 
Department of the Interior acted entirely rightly and properly in 
proceeding. 

[ am sorry for talking so fast and so long, Mr. Chairman, but I 
did want to make that statement. [ Applause. | 

The Cuatrman. Did you have something else? 

Mr. Upauy. Mr. Chairman, I have a copy of a letter dated June 
28, 1957, sent to Senator Carl Hayden, by Roger Ernst, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior. I would like to ask unanimous consent that 
it be placed in the record. 

The Cuamman. Without objection, the correspondence referred to 
will be made a part of the record, and, without objection, a copy of 
the communication which I addressed to the Secretary of the Interior, 
inquiring why he turned down 2 applications on the California side 
of the river and then granted a lease for 65,000 acres of land on the 
other side of the river, together with the Secretary’s answer, will be 
made a part of the record. 
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(The letters follow :) 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


Washington, D. C., August 15, 1957. 
Hon. Frep A. SEATON, 


Secretary of the Interior, Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SecrRETARY: I am surprised and most unhappy to learn that the 
Department has signed a long-term lease covering the development of some 
67,000 acres of land on the Colorado River Indian Reservation. I am par- 
ticularly surprised at the manner in which this action was pushed through at 
the last minute, by design and with the obvious intent to circumvent further 
consideration of this matter by the House Interior and Insular Affairs ‘Com- 
mittee. I can reach no other conclusion, in view of the pending legislation 
before the committee, the Department’s report thereon, written less than a 
month ago, and the awareness of the Department officials of my desire to give 
further study to this proposed lease and conduct an on-the-spot inspection 
and hearing during the adjournment period. I can interpret the Department’s 
representations to the Senate committee and the Department’s report to this 
committee only as indicating the Department could not complete the lease and 
had no intention of executing it under existing authority. You can understand, 
then, why I am shocked that the Department has foreclosed further considera- 
tion of this matter. 

There may be justification for executing this development lease, and I recog- 
nize the obvious financial benefits, but at the present time there are both 
legal and policy questions which need to be further considered. The extent of 
this leasing program was never recognized when the original bill was consid- 
ered, nor was the committee enlightened by the Department on this point. 
Both Arizona and California have officially taken a stand against further 
development of these lands until the water rights situation has been clarified. 
There is a further question as to whether there is any authority or rights in 
Indians to claim water for a non-Indian lessee. 

In the past the Department’s position has been that no new projects for further 
depleting the flows of the Colorado River be developed in either Arizona or 
California until the completion of Arizona v. California. Is the Department 
now following a different policy? The Department has, for example, refused 
to lease to the Imperial Irrigation District 20,000 acres for additional develop- 
ment. The Department has also turned down a proposal by the Palo Verde 
Irrigation District to develop additional lands under the Small Projects Act on 
the grounds that such development would further deplete the flows of the Colo- 
rado River, and in spite of the fact that the district has established rights to the 
water which would be used. It seems to me that the Department’s approval of 
this lease violates its own previously stated policy and is completely inconsistent 
with previous actions. 

There is another aspect to this lease which somewhat puzzles me. I had 
always thought that the Department supported the idea of family-type farms 
and looked unfavorably at corporation farming. This lease of 67,000 acres to 
a single corporation promoted, I understand, by out-of-State interests represents 
corporation farming at its worst. How can the Department recommend such an 
arrangement? 

In the past this committee for the most part has had a fine working relation- 
ship with the Department. That is why I am so surprised at this action. The 


Department should be prepared to justify its action in this matter before this 
committee. 


Sincerely yours, 
CLAIR ENGLE, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., September 13, 1957. 


Hon. Crarr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. ENGLE: Your letter of August 15, 1957, which expresses surprise, 
unhappiness, and shock over the recent development lease for some 65,000 
acres of land on the Colorado River Indian Reservation, is apparently based 
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upon a misunderstanding of the facts. Although the lessee has defaulted in 
making a $40,000 deposit required by the lease, and the matter has been referred 
to the Department of Justice, the circumstances surrounding the making of the 
lease are quite different from the information supplied to you and I hope that 
this letter will remove any question in your mind about the full and forthright 
disclosure of the Department's position at all times during the neogtiation of 
the lease. 

The lease was not, as you indicate, pushed through at the last minute. On 
the contrary, it was the result of a public invitation to bid, and negotiations 
after bids were received that extended over a considerable time. 

In response to a letter from you enclosing a protest from the State of Cali- 
fornia, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs advised you on February 15, 1957, 
that the proposal to lease the reservation for irrigation development purposes 

yas then under active consideration. On May 14, 1957, a departmental press 
release was issued announcing that the Bureau of Indian Affairs had been 
authorized to offer the reservation lands for lease as a unit. Notices and invi- 
tations to bid were circulated widely in California and Arizona and were sub- 
mitted to 66 newspapers. Many protests and inquiries were received, and 3 
prospective lessees responded; 2 of them submitted specific proposals and the 
third expressed an interest in negotiating a lease. ‘The best proposal was se- 
lected and a lease contract was drafted. Some delay was encountered because 
of the complicated and technical provisions involved. The problems were re- 
solved and the lease was signed on August 13. 

The act of August 14, 1955, authorized the reservation lands to be leased 
during the succeeding 2-year period. Twenty-five-year development leases were 
contemplated by the legislation. When the 2-year period was about to expire, 
S. 2161 was introduced at the request of the tribe, not this Department, for two 
purposes : 

1. To permit leases to be executed during an additional 2-year period between 
August 14, 1957, and August 14, 1959. 

2. To permit the income from all outstanding leases on the northern reserve 
to be used by the tribe during the extended 2-year period, rather than be held 
in a separate account pending a decision regarding the Indian ownership of the 
land. 

When the bill was considered in the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee, it was clearly understood by the committee that the Department intended 
to proceed with its attempt to lease the land, in accordance with the 1955 act, 
and that although we hoped to succeed there was no way of telling whether 
we would be able to complete the lease within the existing time limitation, The 
committee was told that bids would be opened on June 28, and that the Depart- 
ment would attempt to complete a lease before the authority expired on August 
14. A special assistant to the Attorney General of California was present at 
the hearing. No objection to that course of action was expressed by the 
committee. 

Furthermore, the Senate committee clearly understood that notwithstanding 
the Department's possible success or failure in completing a lease before Au- 
gust 14, the enactment of the bill was desired by the tribe for an entirely differ- 
ent purpose, which was to let the tribe use the income from any leases that 
might be outstanding. 

After the bill was passed by the Senate and referred to your committee, we 
submitted a written report to your committee dated July 15. No hearings were 
held by the House committee. Our written report indicated that the authority 
to make new leases would expire on August 14, 1957, and that thereafter all 
income from leases then existing would be held in a special account and would 
not be available to the tribe. Nothing in our report indicated that we would 
cease our efforts to lease the land before the expiration of the authority granted 
by the 1955 act. 

This Department has a trust responsibility to the Indians and a duty to 
help them develop their lands. In recognition of that trust responsibility, the 
Department has sought and obtained appropriations for irrigating the Colorado 
River Indian Reservation. The appropriations have been made intermittently 
since the 1860's, and total approximately $17 million. As the trustee for the 
Indians, we believe that it is in their best interests to complete the irrigation 
project as quickly as possible, and that the project could be completed more 
quickly, and at less expense to the Government under the 25-year development 
lease that was signed. The lessee is required to develop at least 51,000 acres 
of land. The estimated cost is approximately $30 million. The lessee is per- 
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mitted to subcontract part of the work and has indicated its intention to sub- 
eontract farming operations. The lessee is required to give preference to 
Indians when granting these subleases. More importantly, after 20 years the 
lessee must turn back one-fifth of the developed lands each year, and they can 
be assigned to the Indians in appropriate farm units. This will give the 
Indians the use of irrigated lands much more quickly than has been possible in 
the past, considering the rate of direct Congressional appropriations. As a 
trustee for the Indians, their interests are our primary consideration. 

Insofar as the water rights litigation in Arizona v. California is concerned, the 
lease expressly provides that the water supply is not guaranteed and that it will 
be subject to any applicable court decree. 

We appreciate the fine working relationship that exists between the Depart- 
ment and your committee. It is our intention to keep the committee fully 
informed and to cooperate with it in every way possible. I hope that this 
letter will clear away any misunderstanding that may exist, and we shall be 
glad to discuss any of the details more fully at your convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1957. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: You have propounded four questions in your letter of 
May 17, 1957, relating to the proposal dealing with the contemplated leasing on 
an improvement basis of lands on the Colorado River Indian Reservation, Ariz. 
Acknowledgement of the receipt of your letter was made on May 24, 1957. This 
also acknowledges your letter of June 14, 1957, on this subject. 

Congress, by the act of August 14, 1955 (69 Stat. 725), authorized the 
leasing of any unassigned lands on the Colorado River Indian Reservation 
that were set apart by the United States for the Indians of the Colorado River 
and its tributaries for the purposes defined in section 1 of the act. The pro- 
posal to which you refer contemplates the leasing of such lands on an improve- 
ment basis which would require the lessee: to provide the necessary facilities 
for the development of the lands by the diversion and use of Colorado River 
water. 

The gravity flow irrigation project on this reservation was planned and de- 
signed to provide irrigation facilities for approximately 100,000 acres of land. 
The construction work of this project has been carried on for a number of 
years. The principal project structure, the headgate rock dam, used for the di- 
version of the project’s water supply from the Colorado River, was completed 
in 1942. This dam, the main canals, laterals, and structures have been built 
with adequate capacity to divert and carry through them water for the irri- 
gation of the total project. The works now completed, at a cost of approxi- 
mately $18 million appropriated by Congress, serve approximately 38,000 acres 
of the project. Instead of continuing the use of appropriated funds by Con- 
gress in continuing the construction of the project, the act of August 14, 1955, 
provides the means for the leasing of the undeveloped lands on an improvement 
basis. The lessee would be required to build the extension of the existing irriga- 
tion facilities to the undeveloped irrigable lands on the reservation. This pro- 
posed extension of these irrigation works will have no different effect in respect 
to priority rights on downstream reclamation projects, and other water users, 
than wold be the case if the irrigation facilities were extended by the use of 
direct appropriations by Congress. 

Your second question reads: ‘‘What does use of water necessary to this 
proposed development on the Colorado River Indian Reservation mean in terms 
of main stream of Colorado River water depletion?” The answer to this question 
is involved in the pending litigation in the Supreme Court of the United States, 
Original No. 10, entitled “State of Arizona v. State of California, et al.,” in which 
the United States of America, by the Attorney General, intervened. The water 
claims for the Indians of the several reservations involved in this litigation 
appear on pages 56 and 57 of the petition of intervention. The source of supply 
and the annual diversions in acre-feet, present and ultimate, therein appear. 
The quantity of annual diversions for the bottom and mesa lands of the Colorado 
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River Indian Reservation in Arizona appears on page 56 of the petition. This 
question is one that is involved in the preparation and presentation of the United 
States case on behalf of the Colorado River Indians. In view of this, it is im- 
possible for this Department at this time to answer your question specifically. 

secause of the situation which has arisen in regard to the claims of the 
organized tribes of the Colorado River Indians to the reservation, Congress en- 
acted the act of August 14, 1955, supra. Under the authority therein contained, 
the Secretary of the Interior may lease any unassigned lands on this reservation 
for the several purposes set out in section 1 of the act. This legislative authority 
does not require any action on the part of the organized tribes of the reservation. 
Accordingly, the answer to your third question is that any lease executed pur- 
suant to this act will be so executed by the Secretary of the Interior or his duly 
authorized representative. 

Studies of the water supply from the Colorado River for this reservation 
have extended over a long period of time. The first considerations in respect to 
the use of Colorado River water for irrigation on this reservation were given by 
Congtess by the act of March 2, 1867 (14 Stat. 514). The act of April 4, 1910 
(36 Stat. 273), provided for the construction of works for the irrigation of 
150,000 acres on the reservation. The revised area of the irrigable lands on the 
reservation to which irrigation facilities have not been extended approximates 
65,000 acres. The notice of the proposed development referred to in your letter 
contains, in general, historical background of the project and deals with the 
soils, physiographically including the land classifications drainage, and sub- 
judication topography of the area, climatic, and other pertinent data, including a 
comprehensive study that has been carried on from time to time in respect to the 
development of this reservation. 

You are familiar with the suggested developments of the reservation which 
have been made from time to time, and with the water claims of the United 
States on behalf of the Indians. These water-right claims are for the lands of 
the Indians, whether it be determined ultimately that the lands are for the 
organized group or for those Indians and other Indians of the Colorado River 
and its tributaries. 

With respect to the quantity of water needed for the Colorado River Indian 
Reservation, I have pointed out the estimates contained in appendix II of the 
petition of intervention filed by the United States in the pending case in the 
Supreme Court, Original No. 10. In addition to the acre-feet requirements 
therein set out, an additional quantity of 42,000 acre-feet of annual diversion is 
claimed for this reservation from the main stream on the California side of the 
Colorado River. 

The question raised in the second paragraph of your letter is answered by 
pointing out that the United States has never, in building irrigation works for 
the irrigation of lands on Indian reservations, or for the irrigation of lands 
under reclamation projects, guaranteed an adequate water supply for the irriga- 
tion of the project lands. The Colorado River Indian Reservation project is 
no exception. You may be assured that the factor involved in connection with 
the adequacy or inadequacy of the water supply for the irrigation of the 
project lands will be set forth clearly in any improvement lease that may be 
executed under the proposal. 

We will be glad to furnish upon request any additional information that you 
may desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
RocGer ERNst, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Upatu. Mr. Chairman, I have one other document, the excerpt 
of the 1911 act, and a copy of a letter sent by Secretary of the In- 
terior Ballinger in 1910 to the chairman of the Senate Indian Affairs 
Committee, which I would also like placed in the record for the in- 
formation of the committee. 

The Cuamman. Without objection, this last document, which sets 
out pertinent parts of the bill and reports on Colorado River Indian 
Reservation irrigation development, will be made a part of the record. 
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(The material follows :) 


PERTINENT PARTS OF THE 1911 AcT AND Reports ON CoLoRADO River INDIAN 
RESERVATION IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


Chapter 140, section III of the Statutes at Large, 61st Congress, 2d session 
(H. R. 19028), Public Law 114, entitled: “An act making appropriations for 
the current and contingent expenses of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for ful- 
filling treaty stipulations with various Indian tribes, and for other purposes, for 
the fiseal year ending June 30, 1911.” Section III deals with Arizona and New 
Mexico and includes this paragraph: 

“For the construction of a pumping plant to be used for irrigation purposes 
on the Colorado River Reservation, together with the necessary canals and 
laterals, for the utilization of water in connection therewith, for the purpose 
of securing an appropriation of water for the irrigation of approximately one 
hundred and fifty thousand acres of land, fifty thousand dollars, to be reim- 
bursed from the sale of the surplus lands of the reservation.” (From Senate 
reports, vol. 2, 61st Cong., 2d sess., 1909-10.) 


Copy or LETTER BY SECRETARY BALLINGER IN 1910 


DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR, 
Washington, February 24, 1910. 
Hon. Mosss E. Ciapp, 
Chairman, Committee on Indian Affairs, 
United States Senate. 


Sme: The matter of securing water rights from the Colorado River for the 
entire irrigable area of the Colorado River Reservation is of great importance 
to both Indians and the public at large. 

Matters in connection with the proposed treaty between the United States and 
Mexico regarding the equitable division of the waters of the Colorado River 
have reached a point where a forecast, at least, can be ventured as to the prob- 
able basis of compromise which Mexico will agree to. I am informed by irriga- 
tion engineers of this Department that the terms tentatively agreed upon be- 
tween the representatives of the respective Governments are as follows, namely: 
That each country will recognize all water rights in the Colorado River which 
have been initiated prior to the final adjustment of the contemplated treaty, 
providing such rights have been acquired through actual construction or bene- 
ficial use. That afterward all irrigation carried out which has not initiated a 
right must share equally on a proportionate acreage basis in the cost of the 
necessary storage reservoirs. 

If no irrigation project is entered upon by this Government, it is not all im- 
probable that this great area of rich, irrigable land, approximating 150,000 acres, 
will be deprived of a water supply, unless the construction of exetnsion storage 
reservoirs is undertaken. Even eliminating Mexico from consideration, filings 
are being made by citizens and corporations upon the waters of this river, and 
if rights are to be initiated for these Indian lands, the work should be started 
at an early date, with a view to making a proper appropriation. The department 
is aware, and the subject has been brought to the attention of Congress, as is 
evidenced by the language of section 25 of the act of April 21, 1904 (33 Stat. 
L., 224), that a reclamation project was contemplated on the Colorado River 
Reservation under similar provisions to the one now under way at Yuma, Ariz. 
The depleted state of the reclamation fund, has, however, prevented any action 
toward the carrying out of this project. 

It will be observed from the foregoing that the initiation of irrigation work at 
an early day on the Colorado River Indian Reservation is of the highest im- 
portance, and I recommend that there be included in the Indian appropriation bill 
an item carrying $50,000 for establishing an irrigation system on this reservation. 
If this amount, which should be reimbursable from the sale of the surplus lands 
of the reservation, should be made available, it would be possible to install a 
pumping plant and distributing system to irrigate approximately 3,000 acres. 
Such a system could be so constructed as to fit into and become a part of any 
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larger gravity irrigation system which might be constructed at a later date. 
in this manner a just claim upon sufficient water to irrigate the 150,000 acres 
on the reservation can be established. 
Very respectfully. 
R. A. BALLincer, Secretary. 

There is no specific reference to the Arizona portion of the bill in the House 
reports of the 61st Congress. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuatrman. Senator Goldwater. 

Senator Gotpwarer. I was interested to find out if the chairman 
could very briefly state the reasons the Director of Reclamation gave 
for denying Palo Verde and Imperial Districts. 

The Cuamman. He just said pointblank that he was not going to 
approve any further development on the river, and further commit the 
water supplies in the lower basin until such time as this lawsuit was 
settled. Then the Secretary turned right around and issued a lease 
for 65,000 acres of Indian land in Arizona. 

I said, “how come?” and he wrote back and gave me an answer 
which did not answer it at all, and it is in the record. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Mr. Chairman, just to finish, I was wondering 
if he recognizes the fact that Arizona has not even approached her 
rightful use of the river, while we contend California has exceeded 
hers. 

The Cuamman. There are all sorts of contentions on this river, 
and that is what the Secretary said. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, may I make »n observation off the 
record % 

The Cuatrman. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuarmman. The gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. This is on the record, because I do not think the record 
should go without some statement that, at least, there is a strong possi- 
bility of the views of the gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall, being 
based on an erroneous premise, and, therefore, carrying out an illogical 
conclusion, simply for the reason that, notwithstanding the policies he 
enunciated and the statutes he recited, I do not believe there was any 
contemplation by the authors of those statutes of factory-type farms 
of the size of 65,000 acres as being a natural Indian use of the water. 

And, therefore, "that this matter might be more litigious than was 
indicated. 

In an era of great eae already, it seems to me, the outcome of 
the Arizona versus California suit might have been more in the De- 
partment’s mind than it apparently was at the time this leasing matter 
was brought up. 

The CuarrmMan. We want all members to be able to publicly state 
their position, but let’s not have argument among the members if we 
can help it, and maybe we can get some testimony here. 

You did not want rebuttal, did you, Mr. Udall? 

Mr. Upatxi. No. I will skirmish with him in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Haney. I do. 

The Cuarman. The gentleman from Florida. 


20944—58——_5 
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Mr. Hatey. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

The CuairMan. Without objection, the copy of the proposed lease 
will be made a part of the record. 

(The document follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
(Contract No. 14-20—-650-445 ) 


This contract, made and entered into this 13th day of August 1957, by and be- 
tween the Secretary of the Interior, hereinafter called the Lessor, and Colorado 
River Enterprises, Inc., an Arizona corporation, whose address is 1018 Title & 
Trust Building, Phoenix, Arizona, hereinafter called the Lessee, pursuant to 
authority contained in the act of August 14, 1955 (69 Stat. 725). 

Witnesseth : 

1. Lessor, in consideration of the rents, covenants, and agreements hereinafter 
provided, leases unto the Lessee the following-described land : 

a. Parcel A, description attached as exhibit A, containing 65,000 acres, more or 
less, aS Shown on map marked “Exhibit 1,” attached hereto and made a part 
hereof, for farming development and use. 

b. Parcel B, description attached as exhibit B, containing 500 acres, more or 
less, as shown on map marked “Exhibit 1,” necessary for the construction of 
facilities for processing, packing, and handling agricultural products and construe- 
tion of facilities for public, religious, educational, recreational, residential, or 
business purposes, including the development or utilization of sand and gravel in 
connection with operations under this contract. 

ec. Parcel C, description attached as exhibit C, consisting of 886 lots within the 
townsite of Parker, Arizona, necessary for the construction of facilities for public, 
religious, educational, recreational, residential, or business purposes. 

2. Term.—Subject to the other provisions herein contained, this contract is for 
a term of 25 years from the date of execution, except as stipulated in section 4a 
(2) hereof. 

3. Definitions.—Secretary refers to the Secretary of the Interior or his au- 
thorized representative. Area Director refers to the Area Director, Phoenix 
Area Office, Bureau of Indian Affairs, or his authorized representative. Super- 
intendent refers to the official in charge of the Indian agency that has juris- 
diction over the lands leased. Colorado River Irrigation Project, Arizona, refers 
to that certain irrigation project established by the Secretary of the Interior 
for the Colorado River Indian Reservation, pursuant to authority granted the 
Secretary by Congress. 

4. Consideration.—In consideration of the foregoing, the Lessee agrees: 

a. Rent: 

(1) The annual rental for parcel A shall be $7 per acre on acreage developed 
on each anniversary date of the contract, with minimum payments as follows: 


First anniversary date of contract (1958)__-._______-- JUD Jo. deere $87, 500 
Second anniversary date of contract (1959) _-----____-_--__-_-_-__-__-_ 175, 000 
Third anniversary date of contract (1960) _.._.._._____._______.___.. 262, 500 
Fourth anniversary date of contract (1961) _-_.._---__-_----_~-_--~- _ B50, 000 


Fifth to twenty-first anniversary dates of contract, inclusive (1962-78) _ 357, 000 


The annual rental for the last 5 years of the contract shall be reduced by $7 
for each acre relinquished pursuant to section 19 of this contract. Minimum 
rentals for this period shall be: 


Twenty-second anniversary date of contract (1979) _.--____.-_---- $285, 600 
Twenty-third anniversary date of contract (1980). ------_-------- 214, 200 
Twenty-fourth anniversary date of contract (1981) ----------_------- 142, 800 
Twenty-fifth anniversary date of contract (1982) .--..------------- 71, 400 


(2) An annual rental of $20,000, payable in advance, for parcel B. The first 
payment shall be made on the date this contract is executed by the Secretary ; 
all subsequent payments shall be made on the anniversary dates of the contract. 
The Lessee shall havé an option to extend this lease on parcel B for an addi- 
tional 25-year term, said option to be executed by written notice from the Lessee 
to the Lessor not less than 1 year prior to the expiration of this lease. In the 
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event of such extension, the rental shall be subject to adjustment by the Secre- 
tary (or in accord with sec. 25 of this contract) at the end of the initial 25-year 
lease period and at not more than 5-year intervals thereafter. 

(3) An annual rental of $20,000, payable in advance, for parcel C. The first 
payment shall be made on the date this contract is executed by the Secretary. 
All subsequent payments shall be made on the anniversary dates of the contract. 

b. Remittances shall be made payable as directed by the Superintendent of 
the Colorado River Indian Agency. 

ce. Development: That the lands described herein shall be developed as 
follows: 

(1) Parcel A: By the cultivation and irrigation of lands within the State 
of Arizona of not less than 12,500 acres by August 14, 1958; 25,000 acres by 
August 14, 1959: 37,500 acres by August 14, 1960: 50,000 acres by August 14, 
1961: and the remaining acreage essentially developed by August 14, 1962. 
Development will be considered essentially complete, for the purpose of this 
development program, when 80 percent of the gross area of 65,000 acres is under 
cultivation or occupied by roads, laterals, drains, or facilities incidental to this 
development. 

(2) Parcel B: By erecting thereon the necessary facilities for processing, 
packing, and handling agricultural products from the leased lands, as well as 
facilities for public, religious, educational, recreational, residential, and business 
purposes. 

(3) Parcel C: By erecting thereon at least the following: Modern residence 
buildings required for the employees and associated operations of the Lessee, and 
any additional facilities for public, religious, educational, recreational, residen- 
tial, and business purposes. 

Plans and specfication for all such improvements, constructions, and additions 
thereto, contained in parcels B and C shall be subject to the approval of the 
Area Director. 

5. Engineering and construction criteria, parcel A.—It is understood and 
agreed that: 

a. Engineering surveys and plans: Engineering surveys, plans, and designs 
shall be furnished by the Lessee and shall be coordinated with overall plans 
prepared by the Lessor and shall be subject to the approval of the Lessor. 
However, such approval will not relieve the Lessee from compliance with all 
terms of the contract. 

b. Water supply: The water supply will be that of the Colorado River Irriga- 
tion Project, diverted at Headgate Rock Dam. Inasmuch as no previous deter- 
mination has ever been made as to the quantity of water available for use on said 
reservation, the proposed uses of water are subject to prior uses of and on the 
Colorado River Indian Reservation and any limitations of use imposed by opera- 
tion of law, decrees, or orders of court. The Lessor provides no assurances of 
the adequacy of water supply, and assumes no liability for inadequacy of water 
rights. Such water may be delivered to the parcels of land included in this 
contract from the existing distribution system or from newly constructed 
laterals. 

b-1. Failure of water supply: If, at any time during the term of this lease, an 
adequate water supply cannot be diverted or delivered for use by Lessee on lands 
developed on pareel A, the Lessee shall be relieved of all obligation to continue 
the further development and placing in cultivation of additional land described 
in pareel A. In the event of such failure of adequate water supply, as herein- 
above set forth, the annual rental for parcel A shall be adjusted to $7 per acre 
per year, computed on the number of acres for which an adequate supply of 
water may be diverted and delivered for use by the Lessee on said leased 
premises. 

e. Costs of construction, ete.: The construction costs for the distribution sys- 
tem to convey an adequate water supply to the lands to be developed by this 
contract—drainage, roads, land leveling, and flood protection—shall be borne by 
the Lessee. Also, the Lessee shall furnish and install necessary measuring 
devices. 

d. Distribution system : 

(1) Structures: All structures shall be of a permanent type, of reinforced 
concrete with standard steel gates and other appurtenances. 

(2) Main canal: Structures at four locations on the existing main canal shall 
be completed, to include additional concrete work, steel gates, and hoisting 
equipment. Detail plans on these will be furnished by the Area Director. 
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The existing main canal shall be widened to a 40-foot bottom width between 
stations 80 and 185 and deepened and widened to a 30-foot bottom width between 
stations 421 and 728. A transition from 25-foot bottom width to 40-foot bottom 
shall be excavated in conglomerate between stations 22 and 24. An inlet struc- 
ture shall be constructed at approximately station 584 on the main canal for 
release of floodwater from the proposed Bouse detention reservoir. The main 
canal shall be lined between stations 808 and 818, with standard concrete lining 
4 inches thick, or pneumatically placed concrete lining 2 inches thick. A turnout 
structure shall be constructed at approximately station 896 to serve the western 
and southern portions of the project. 

(3) Laterals: All laterals shall have capacities of not less than 1 cubic foot 
per second per 40 acres served. No lateral, however, shall be constructed with 
a capacity of less than 10 cubic feet per second. Minimum freeboard shall 
vary from 1.5 to 2 feet on laterals with capacities less than 100 cubic feet per 
second and 2 to 4 feet on larger laterals. Minimum bank width shall be 12 
feet and side slopes shall be 14% to 1. Concrete structures on existing lateral 
A-73 shall be completed and equipped with radial gates and hoisting equip- 
ment at four locations. Detail plans of these structures at the four locations 
will be furnished by the Area Director. 

(4) Farm ditches: Capacities of farm ditches shall not be less than 10 cubic 
feet per second. These ditches may be of earth with concrete border turnouts 
at intervals of 33 feet, concrete lined with border turnouts at intervals of 33 
feet, or concrete lined for use with siphon tubes. Measuring devices approved 
by the Area Director shall be provided at the head of each farm ditch. Op 
eration and maintenance of farm ditches will be by the Lessee at his expense. 

(5) Pumping plants: All pumping plants shall have a capacity of not less than 
1 eubie foot per second per 40 acres served. Construction shall be of perma- 
nent type, of reinforced concrete and structural steel. Electric transmission 
lines and substations shall be constructed at Lessee’s expense. Measuring fa- 
cilities, such as Parshall flumes with continued stage recorders or Sparling 
meters shall be provided for measurement of pump discharge. 

(6) Wasteway structures: Wasteway structures to provide for regulation 
of waste will be permitted, but only at such locations as are necessary, and ap- 
proved by the Area Director. 

e. Drainage: 

(1) Subsurface drainage: The Lessee shall provide drainage facilities that 
will not allow the water table to rise within 5 feet of the ground surface for a 
period of more than 90 days in any calendar year. The project will be divided 
into two separate areas as far as drainage is concerned. The first area will 
consist of those lands south of the main canal and below the mouth of Bouse 
Wash, and the second area will consist of the lands north of the main canal 
and east of the main canal in the old, developed area. The latter area will not 
require any open-ditch drains to be constructed by the Lessee, but, in the first 
area, a system of drains shall be excavated at approximately 1-mile intervals. 
These drains will discharge into the existing drainage system or into the Colo- 
rado River below the Tyson Wash. Contingent upon the availability of funds, 
by the end of fiscal year 1960 the Government proposes to deepen all existing 
drains north of township 7 north. To maintain the water table at the level 
described above, the Lessee may use any combination of open drains, tile drains, 
pumps, ete., subject to the approval of the Area Director. 

(2) Surface drainage: Where the Lessee desires to provide surface drain 
ditches, the ditches and drain inlets shall be permanent-type construction, con- 
structed and maintained by the Lessee, at his expense. 

f. Roads: The Lessor will complete the main highway which is Route 1, the 
connecting road between Parker and U. S. 60-70, and turn it over to Yuma County 
for maintenance. Lessee shall construct and maintain access roads to main 
highways and all necessary farm roads for farming operations. They are to be 
laid out in a systematic manner in accordance, or similar to the proposed system 
as approved by the Bureau of Public Roads, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
(See Master Road Plan, April 29, 1957.) Construction of roads and drainage 
structures shall conform generally to Bureau of Public Roads specifications and 
to county standards for the purpose of turning roads over to the county for 
maintenance. More specific minimum requirements for road construction shall 
include 20-foot roadway width, 6 inches of gravel surface, with the top 3 inches 
passing a 1-inch screen, and finished roadway to be a minimum of 18 inches above 
the adjacent land surfaces. All bridges and box and pipe culverts, and other 
structures across drains, canals, and laterals must be designed for H-20 loading 
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with reinforced concrete construction. Bridge pilings are to be reinforced con- 
crete or concrete encased steel H-beams. 

The system must specifically include connections with bridges and levee cross- 
ings at the northerly end of Route 27, which also connects with the western end 
of Route 30, also at the westerly end of Routes 34, 38, 44, 50, and 60. 

g. Land leveling: Land will be leveled in tracts not smaller than 20 acres, 
except in cases of irregular tracts or where necessary to conform with project 
boundaries. Length of irrigation runs will not exceed one-fourth mile. In sandy 
textured soil, the length of run shall be one-eighth of a mile or less. Except with 
the approval of the Area Director, irrigation grade on sandy soils shall be between 
0.2 and 0.4 foot per 100 feet, and will not exceed 0.2 foot per 100 feet on all other 
soils. Side slopes will not exceed 0.05 foot per 100 feet. Wherever possible, lands 
will be leveled in such a manner that irrigation tail or waste water can be re- 
moved from the fields and discharged into open-ditch drains as provided in para- 
graph e (2). Ribbon fills for farm ditches, and laterals and roads, will be con- 
structed during or prior to leveling the land. 

h. Flood protection: The Lessee shall construct detention reservoirs and 
appurtenant levees to control floodwaters issuing from the Bouse and Tyson 
Washes. The Lessee shall construct a floodway channel from the proposed Tyson 
Wash detection reservoir to the Colorado River. 

Notre.—aAll stations and laterals referred to herein by number can be located on 
maps permanently filed in the office of the Superintendent. 

6. Operations.—It is understood and agreed that: 

a. Cropping and crop rotation: The Lessee shall have the right to grow any 
type of crop that he elects on the entire acreage of parcel A covered by the con- 
tract. A conservation land-use plan will be worked out mutually between the 
Lessee and the Area Director on 5-year periods. Practices relating to crop rota- 
tion, special tillage practices, soil-building crops, and the use of commercial fer- 
tilizers and barnyard manure will be applied to keep the land permanently 
productive. 

b. Operation and maintenance of irrigation works: Operation and maintenance 
of the irrigation and open subsurface draining system within the State of Ari- 
zona will be the responsibility of the Colorado River Indian Irrigation Project. 
Payment of the share of such costs assessable against lands covered by this 
lease shall be in accordance with the provisions of title 25, Code of Federal 
Regulations. The project will assume the operation and maintenance of facili- 
ties constructed by the Lessee, as follows: Canals, laterals, structures, pumping 
plants, subsurface drains, and drainage wells, upon satisfactory completion of 
construction work. At the termination of this contract, the Lessee shall return 
the complete irrigation system to the Lessor in good operating condition. 

ec. Maintenance of roads: Roads constructed by the Lessee shall be maintained 
by the Lessee until such time as these roads are turned over to the county for 
maintenance. 

7. Operation and maintenance assessments.—It is understood and agreed that 
the Lessee will pay all operation and maintenance assessments. Payments of 
the share of such costs assessable against lands covered by this contract shall 
be in accordance with the provisions of title 25, Code of Federal Regulations. 

8. Interest.—It is understood and agreed between the parties hereto that, if 
any installment of rental or other payments is not paid within 30 days after 
becoming due, there will be added thereto interest at the rate of 6 percent per 
annum payable from the date such payments become due and accruing until 
said payments and interest are paid. 

9. Improvements.—It is understood and agreed that all improvements made 
upon the land shall remain thereon, and at the expiration of this contract be- 
come the property of the Lessor, except those improvements which the Lessor 
shall notify the Lessee to remove. This notice to remove shall be in writing 
and be given at least 6 months prior to the termination of the contract. Removal 
of such improvements as requested will be at the Lessee’s expense and not later 
than 8 months after expiration of the contract. 

10. Camp construction.—It is understood and agreed that all camps incident 
to the development of agricultural operations and industrial operations on the 
leased lands must be such as would conform to State laws and county ordinances 
as may be applicable to the location governing such construction and sanitation 
facilities. 

11. Subleasing and assignments.—It is understood and agreed that any and 
all subleasing of any part of the lands contained in this contract may be done 
only with the approval of the Lessor or his authorized representative. Upon 
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application made by any qualified Indian of the Colorado River and its tribu- 
taries (13 Stat. 559), it shall be the obligation of the Lessee to grant a sublease 
of developed lands for the growing of crops and feeding of livestock to such 
applicant, upon terms no less favorable than those contained in any sublease 
to a non-Indian. If no qualified Indian of the Colorado River or its tributaries 
has applied for a sublease, then the Lessee may sublease to others, subject to 
the aforesaid approval of the Lessor or his authorized representative. No as- 
signment of the contract in whole or in part may be made without the consent 
of the Lessor. 

12. Indian labor.—It is understood and agreed that preference shall be given 
to Indians in all positions and jobs for which they are qualified. 

13. Employment insurance, unemployment compensation, and social security.— 
It is understood and agreed that the Lessee will be insured covering all persons 
working in, on, or in connection with said property for Lessee as will fully 
comply with the provisions of the statutes of the State of Arizona, covering 
workmen’s compensation and occupational diseases, as are now in force or as 
they may hereafter be changed or amended. Further, the Lessee agrees to 
comply with all the terms and provisions of all applicable State laws and 
of the United States of America as now exist or as hereafter amended, per- 
taining to social security, unemployment compensation, wages, hours, and con- 
ditions of labor, and to indemnify and hold Lessor, the United States of America, 
its officials and employees, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, and the individual 
members thereof harmless from payment of any damages or penalties occasioned 
by Lessee’s failure to comply with said laws. 

14. Insurance—lIt is understood and agreed that : 

a. Publie liability: Lessee shall furnish a public-liability policy for bodily 
injury and property damage during all periods of construction for such an 
amount as shall be required by the Lessor, and, upon completion of construction, 
Lessee shall carry a public-liability insurance policy in the amount of $250,- 
000/$1,000,000 for personal injury and $50,000 for property damage, said policies 
to be written jointly to protect Lessee and Lessor, the United States of America, 
its officials and employees, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, and the individual 
members thereof, and in companies acceptable to the Lessor. 

b. Casualty insurance: Lessee shall, during the construction of improvements 
on the leased premises and at all times thereafter during the term hereof, keep 
said improvements as may be susceptible to loss or damage by such casualties 
as fire, lightning, windstorms, hail, tornadoes, and vandalism insured by extended 
coverage as against such loss or damage, for such amounts as shall be required 
by the Lessor and in companies acceptable to the Lessor. In the event any of 
said improvements shall be damaged or destroyed by fire or other casualty, 
then and as often as the same Shall occur, all funds received in respect to said 
insurance shall be used to repair, reconstruct, or restore the damaged improve- 
ments or at the option of the Lessor, all right and interest in any such proceeds 
payable because of such fire or other casualty shall be assigned to Lessor. 

c. Lessee shall pay all premiums and other charges payable in respect to all 
such insurance, and shall, from time to time, deposit with Lessor the certificates 
of the insurance carrier as to each policy of such insurance and the receipt for 
each premium or other charges paid, or satisfactory evidence thereof. 

15. Taves—It is understood and agreed that the Lessee shall pay promptly 
all taxes assessed against its property or operations. 

16. Bond.—It is understood and agreed that the Lessee shall furnish to the 
Lessor a bond in the amount of $5,000,000, conditional upon and guaranteeing 
performance of this contract by the Lessee in the following particulars: 

a. The expenditure, pursuant to engineering plans and specifications approved 
by the Lessor, of not less than $5,000,000 in the improvement and development 
of parcel A. 

b. The full performance of every other term and condition of this contract 
until such time as the full $5,000,000 shall have been expended in improvements, 
including engineering costs, as aforesaid, of land situate in parcel A. 

c. The Lessee shall furnish to the Lessor, upon completion of the expenditure 
of the said $5,000,000, as aforesaid, a complete, verified, itemized audit state- 
ment, certified by a certified public accountant, certifying the said expenditure ; 
and the Lessor shall have 6 months after the receipt of such audit within which 
to check and verify the said audited statement certifying the expenditure in im- 
provements, as aforesaid, of the said $5,000,000. 
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d. The said bond shall be executed by a corporate surety company acceptable 
to the Lessor; or, in lieu thereof, Lessee may deposit with the Lessor cash or 
negotiable United States Treasury bonds or other negotiable Treasury obliga- 
tions in like amount of said bond, together with a power of attorney appointing 
and empowering the Lessor or his authorized representative, in the event of any 
breach of this contract by the Lessee, to pay over such cash, or dispose of any 
such bonds and pay over the proceeds derived therefrom, as liquidated damages 
to and for the benefit of the Lessor. Said surety bond or deposit in lieu thereof 
shall be delivered to the Lessor or his authorized representative within 30 days 
from the date of the execution of this contract. Failure on the part of the 
Lessee to furnish the aforesaid bond or deposit in the manner prescribed and 
within the time stated, shall be deemed a violation of this contract, subjecting 
the same to cancellation in accordance with section 27 hereof insofar as the 
same shall be applicable, it being further agreed, however, that in addition 
thereto all payments made by Lessee of advance rentals or otherwise shall there- 
upon be retained by and become the property of the Lessor as liquidated dam- 
ages for failure on the part of Lessee to perform this contract. 

i7, Indemnity.—It is understood and agreed that the Lessee shall indemnify, 
protect, and save harmless the Lessor, the United States of America, its officials 
and employees, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, and the individual members 
thereof from any expenses arising out of Lessee’s negligence or actionable faults 
in connection with the Lessee’s operation and development of the leased 
premises. 

18. Inspection.—It is understood and agreed that the Lessor or his authorized 
representative may enter the leased premises, and all structures placed thereon, 
at reasonable times, for any and all purposes consistent with this contract. 

19. Release of premises.—It is understood and agreed that the lands described 
as parcel A shall be gradually released to the Lessor during the last 5 years of 
the contract. The Lessee shall relinquish to the Lessor one-fifth of the de- 
veloped acreage at the end of each of the last 5 years of this contract. The 
lands shall be relinquished in units as nearly contiguous as possible. The units 
to be relinquished shall follow the order in which the lands were developed, 
that is, that the first relinquishment shall be made from ‘he lands first de- 
veloped so that the lands last developed shall be the last relinquished. 

20. Mineral leases, rights-of-way, etc.—It is understood and agreed that the 
Lessor reserves the right to make oil and gas leases, mining leases, grant rights- 
of-way and other legal grants on the premises covered by this contract and 
that, in event such a lease or grant is made, the Lessee hereunder shall be en- 
titled to damages for the actual loss sustained on account of said lease or grant. 

21. Unlawful conduct.—It is understood and agreed that the Lessee will not 
use or permit to be used any part of said premises for any unlawful conduct or 
purpose whatsoever; that it will not use or permit to be used any part of said 
premises for the manufacture, sale, gift, transportation, drinking, or storage 
of intoxicating liquors or beverages in violation of existing laws relating 
thereto. 

22. Reports.—It is understood and agreed that the Lessee shall furnish re- 
ports, as the Lessor may require, at such times and places as he may designate. 
The Lessee’s accounts are to be at all times available and open to inspection 
by any duly authorized officer or agent of the Lessor during the term of this 
contract and for 6 months thereafter. 

23. Fees.—Leasing fees as required pursuant to title 25, Code of Federal 
Regulations, section 171.28, are hereby expressly waived. 

24. Regulations.—It is understood and agreed that the Lessee shall abide 
by and conform to any and all regulations of the Secretary now or hereafter 
in force relative to such a contract, except as herein provided, and further 
provided, however, that the annual rental, other payments, or the term of 
the contract may not be changed by a future regulation without the written 
consent of the parties to this contract. 

25. Reliquishment of supervision by the Secretary of the Interior—It is 
understood and agreed that: 

a, Nothing contained in this contract shall operate to delay or prevent a 
termination of Federal trust responsibilities with respect to the land during 
the term of this contract; however, such termination shall not serve to abrogate 
this contract. In the event of such termination, all powers, duties, or other 
functions of the Secretary of the Interior or his authorized representative 
shall terminate, and the responsibility for enforcing compliance with the cove- 
nants of this contract shall be assumed by Lessor’s successor in interest. 








68 LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROBLEMS 


b. In the event of termination of Federal supervision, the Lessor and the 
Lessee, or their successors in interest, shall have a period of 30 days from 
the dates providing for periodic adjustments of the rental within which to 
agree upon said rental adjustment or to agree upon a commercial appraiser 
to determine the fair annual rental value. If no agreement can be reached 
at the end of 30 days, the Lessor and the Lessee, or their successors, shall 
each appoint an appraiser, and the two appraisers shall select a third appraiser. 
The three appraisers so selected shall constitute the appraisal board to es- 
tablish the fair annual rental. 

26. Upon whom binding.—It is further understood and agreed that the cov- 
enants and agreements hereinbefore mentioned shall extend to and be bind- 
ing upon the successors in interest to the parties of this contract. 

27. Cancellation.—It is understood and agreed that if the Lessee hereto 
shall fail to comply with or shall violate any of the provisions of this contract, 
the Lessor may declare the lease forfeited by giving notice in accordance with 
the regulations (25 C. F. R. 171), and may thereupon take such action to 
repossess the premises and such other action as may be necessary to pro- 
tect the interests of the Lessor as provided for by the regulations (25 C. F. R. 
171), which by reference are made a part of this lease, but such forfeiture 
shall not release the Lessee from paying all rents and other obligations con- 
tracted for or from damages for such failure or violation; and it is further 
understood and agreed that there shall be a lien upon all property of the 
Lessee on the premises, which shall be in conformity with the regulations (25 
Cc. F. R. 171), as a security for the payment of the rents and other obliga- 
tions and the making of the improvements provided for herein. 

28. Interest of Member of Congress.—No Member of or Delegate to Con- 
gress, or Resident Commissioner, shall be admitted to any share or part of 
this contract or to any benefit that may arise herefrom, but this provision 
shall not be construed to extend to this contract, if made with a corporation 
or company for its general benefit. 

In witness whereof, the said parties have hereunto subscribed their names 
on the day and year first above mentioned. 

HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior, Lessor. 
COLORADO RIVER ENTERPRISES, INC. 
By 8S. W. Barton, Lessee. 


The CHatmrman. We can hear one further witness as soon as we 
have a short recess. 

(A short recess was taken.) 

The Cuarrman. The committee will be in order. 

We have the pleasure of having with us Mr. J. H. Moeur of Arizona, 
who is a well-known water attorney from that State. 

Mr. Moeur, it is a pleasure to have you here. 

He is general counsel for the Arizona Interstate Stream Commis- 
sion. 

Mr. Moeur. 


STATEMENT OF J. H. MOEUR, GENERAL COUNSEL, ARIZONA 
INTERSTATE STREAM COMMISSION 


Mr. Morvr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, before 
I proceed with my prepared statement here, may I remind you all 
of the National Reclamation Association convention that is to be held 
in Phoenix the 6th, 7th, and 8th of November. I think eight members 
of your committee have indicated their intention of attending that 
areca We would like to have as many more as can possibly 
attend. 

I regret, Mr. Chairman, you said you could not attend, although 
we had hoped to have you on our program. 











—ees Ss = OY 


~ 


dl 


LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROBLEMS 69 


I would suggest that any of you that intend to come over, let us 
know as soon as possible, and particularly if you have any particular 
point of interest in the vicinity of Phoenix you might want to see, 
so we might arrange to have transportation for you. 

The Cuatrman. Let me say, Mr. Moeur, if I were going any place 
outside of the State of California on those dates, it would be Phoenix, 
Ariz. 

Mr. Morur. There are a number of Congressmen that will appear 
on our program—Senator Goldwater, Senator Anderson, and, on Fri- 
day, a member of your committee, Congressman Miller, is the principal 
speaker, and Congressman Rhodes will also appear. 

Mr. Chairman, I will confine myself to the prepared text, although 
there are a number of other matters I might speak on at this time. 

My address is care of Arizona Interstate Stream Comnnsaeai, 
Mayer-Heard Building, Phoenix, Ariz. 

This statement is submitted at the direction of the Arizona Inter- 
state Stream Commission and filed on behalf of that authority. 

The Arizona Interstate Stream Commission is a commission organ- 
ized by the laws of the State of Arizona, charged with the duty of 
protecting and perfecting Arizona’s rights in and to waters of inter- 
state streams for all of its citizens. The commission does not pre- 
sume to exercise any authority in the matter of distributing waters 
within the State. 

Arizona’s right to the use of waters of the main stream of the Colo- 
rado River has long been the subject of controversy. The Arizona 
Interstate Stream Commission, realizing that this controversy would 
have to be determined, caused to be filed in the Supreme Court of the 
United States the present pending case of Arizona v. California. 
This filing was made August 13, 1952. 

Prior to that date, a number of applications had been made to 
the State land commissioner—also State water commissioner—of the 
State of Arizona for water rights from waters of the main stream of 
the Colorado River. These applications had been referred to the 
Arizona Interstate Stream Commission for comment. The commis- 
sion then took the position that an application for water rights from 
the main stream of the Colorado River designed to bring in cultiva- 
tion of new land should be held in abeyance until final determination 
was made as to Arizona’s rights in and to main-stream water. I em- 
phasize that this was prior to the date of the filing of the suit and, of 
course, long prior to any controversy concerning this particular lease. 

This, in essence, was the position that Arizona took in its answer 
to the United States petition of intervention. This was Arizona’s 
position long before there was any consideration given to the proposed 
lease of Indian lands. 

In accordance with this policy, Arizona’s Governor at that time, 
Howard Pyle, requested the Secretary of the Interior to withhold 
execution of further contracts to divert water from the Colorado 
River pending the determination of Arizona’s share of main-stream 

water, and this position has never been changed. 

On December 12, 1956, when the commission was advised that a 
lease was being considered involving 65,000 acres of Colorado River 
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Indian Reservation land, the commission advised a member of your 
committee : 

Re proposed lease of lands, Colorado River Indian Reservation: We are 
strongly opposed any further lease or development of lands by irrigation along 
Colorado River, whether by diversion or pumping, pending conclusion of Arizona 
v. California litigation * * *, 

The commission reiterated its general position by unanimous action 
taken at a meeting of the commission held August 15, 1957, adopting 
the following resolution : 

RESOLUTION 

In view of the position that the United States has taken in claiming water 
uses for Indian lands, both present and potential, as well as for other Federal 
purposes, such as national parks, fish and wildlife, and forest service, it is 
deemed advisable that the commission restate its position on these matters for 
the information and guidance of the Arizona counsel conducting the Colorado 
River litigation. 

The position of the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission is as originally 
set forth in Arizona’s answer to the United States petition of intervention, 
which is in substance to the effect that existing valid rights to the beneficial 
use of the waters of the Colorado River and its tributaries by Indians and 
Indian tribes, like the existing valid rights of other users, are to be recognized. 

That the future uses of the waters of the Colorado River by Indians and 
Indian tribes and the future uses of the waters of the Colorado River by the 
United States for any other purpose, such as fish and wildlife, national parks, 
Forest Service, etc., should be made subject to existing State laws with full pro- 
tection given to all existing uses in the State and particularly to the rights 
under existing contracts for the use of stored water. 

To summarize, it has always been the effort of the stream commis- 
sion to protect any existing right. In asserting its rights, Arizona has 
relied upon the Colorado River compact, the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act, and its contract with the Secretary of the Interior. The Boulder 
Canyon Project Act provides, under section 5, in pertinent part as 
follows: 


No person shall have or be entitled to have the use for any purpose of the 
water stored as aforesaid except by contract made as herein stated. 

Despite this statutory provision, mainstream water of the Colorado 
River is being used without contract not only to irrigate lands of the 
Colorado River Indian Reserv ation, but also some twenty-odd-thou- 
sand acres of additional land along the mainstream of the Colorado 
River in Arizona, most of which is owned by the United States. 

It follows from the foregoing provision of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act that deliveries of water, except under contract, are illegal. 
The Arizona Interstate Stream Commission is opposed to all illegal 
deliveries of water, whether in Arizona, California, or elsewhere. 

Arizona’s Indians are full -fledged citizens of the State and entitled 
to all the benefits of citizenship. We believe, by the same token, that 
they should assume the burdens and responsibilities of citizenship. 
The Arizona Interstate Stream Commission has taken the position 
opposing any special privileges to any group of Arizona’s citizens— 
either Indian or non-Indian. 

We feel that the Bureau of Indian Affairs should recognize this 
policy and cooperate with us in withholding further development 
until legal rights have been determined, and orderly procedures estab- 
lished and adopted relating to diversions from the Colorado River. 
We believe that a well-managed river demands control over river 
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(liversions, and that such diversions should be made, in all instances, 


by contract, and uses within a State should be pursuant to State law. 
Thank you. 


( Discussion off the record. ) 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. Moeur, as I understand your position, you be- 
heve that the same rule ought to be enforced on both sides of the river? 

Mr. Morvr. Correct. 

The Cuarman. And the Secretary of the Interior, therefore, should 
deny further development on the east side as well as on the west side? 

Mr. Morvr. That has always been our position. 

The Cuarrman. Well, that is my position, too, and I do not know 
why he would not apply equal law on each side of the river. 

Mr. Morevur. Might I say also, Mr. Chairman, at this National 
Reclamation Association Convention in Phoenix, the question of the 
Winters case and the other legal discussion that Senator Goldwater 
brought up will be thoroughly discussed. Senator Barrett is one of 
the speakers there, and he has a bill before Congress now trying to 
clarify the position on the question of State rights as to waters in the 
States. 

The CHarmman. I had that bill in a couple of years ago. 

Mr. Upatx. You had the same bill. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. And the more I studied it the more 
puzzled I got. SoI did not put it in last time. Maybe you fellows 
can come up with an answer in Phoenix. 

Mr. Morvr. The National Reclamation Association does not en- 
tirely agree with the Barrett bill, but we agreed with that bill and 
your bill in principle. Something, I think, could be worked out 
along that line. 

The Cramman. I might say that I agree with the principle that 
the States ought to manage the disposition of their own waters. The 
problem occurs when you ‘have waters in an interstate stream. 

Mr. Moeur. That is right. 

The Cuatrrman. The thing that puzzles me is what kind of a posi- 
tion you would have the Federal Government in where the Federal 
Government, complying with the law of one State, violated the law 
of another State because each State passes laws to maximize its own 
claims to water from an interstate river. 

Mr. Moevr. It is one of the $64,000 questions, but one that should 
be resolved. 

The Crarrman. I suggest that probably what we ought to do is 
pass a law that says after water is stored, so far as the State in whieh it 
is stored has a legal right to it, that it is subject to distribution under 
the laws of the State. But the problem is how to manage an interstate 
stream in such a way that the Federal Government will comply with 
State law where those State laws are themselves in conflict. We know 
that that is true. So that is a legal Gordian knot we will have to 
work on a while. 

The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Haury. I have no questions. I am glad to observe that maybe 
you gentlemen are thinking about States rights although maybe not 
in the same category. 

The CHamMan. We assumed you would get to that before this 
proceeding was very long. 
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Mr. Hatey. I have no questions. 

The Cuarman. The gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. Ruopes. I just want to thank Mr. Moeur for this very fine 
statement, and to again reiterate to the members of the committee 
that Mr. Moeur is one of the fine lawyers of our State, and thoroughly 
recognized as such, and thoroughly competent in the field of water law. 

T have no questions at this time. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercatr. No questions. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. No questions. 

The CuHarman. Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. No questions. 

The CHatrman. Judge Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I have no questions. I merely want to express 
my great pleasure on seeing Mr. Moeur and I bring him greetings 
from his many friends in Colorado. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatu. I have no questions. Mr. Moeur has long been one of 
our real veterans in the water field, and is one of our noted authorities, 
and we are very glad to have him here to set forth the position of the 
State. 

The CHarmman. Senator Goldwater. 

Senator Gotpwater. I merely want to say Hub and I served on the 
Interstate Stream Commission when it was first conceived, and I 
cherish the many years we have been friends and associated together 
in water matters. 

The Cuatrman. I would like to say, Mr. Moeur, having engaged 
in the Central Arizona project brawl with Arizona, it is a great pleas- 
ure to find myself in complete agreement with the statements made by 
an outstanding counsel from Arizona. 

Mr. Morvr. I think we have agreed on legislative matters for some 
time. I have been chairman of the National Legislative Committee 
for the last 3 or 4 years and have been before your committee 2 or 3 
times. 

The Cuatrman. That is right, but this is the first time I have had 
a major Arizona spokesman sit down on California territory and agree 
with me. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHamman. In order to get cleared away for tomorrow, we will 
hear one more witness. 

Mr. Gaither, state your full name and address. 


STATEMENT OF TOM GAITHER, PARKER, ARIZ. 


Mr. Gatruer. Tom Gaither, Parker. 

I just want to remind you, gentlemen, and especially the gentle- 
men from Florida, that the taxpayers are beginning to get a little 
wiser. They are beginning to see that anything that you would give 
us you first take away from us, and any money that is | maekndered be 
the Federal Government could ‘probably more wisely be spent by toca 
government if they were able to tax that ground and collect it them- 
selves. 
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In the near future, I hope we will start electing our legislators, not 
to bring something home to us from Washington but to keep it here. 

Mr. Hauer. That I will go for. 

The Cuatrman. You will get more agreement in Congress on that 
than you will ever suppose. 

Now the Chair recognizes the gentleman from this district, Judge 
Saund, for a final statement. 

Mr. Saunp. I believe you and other members of the committee will 
agree with me when I say that we certainly owe a good deal of thanks 
to Mr. Underw ood, his associates, and those in charge of this school 
for furnishing these comfortable facilities. 

This is out of order, but may I ask the audience here to express their 
appreciation to the chairman and members of this congressional com- 
mittee for their patience, interest, and coming here in | order to learn 
about the situation, by giving them a good big hand. [The audience 
rose and applauded. | 

The CHamman. The committee will be in recess until 9 a. m. 
tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 5:30 p. m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter 
was closed, the subcommittee to reconvene on another matter at 9 a. m., 
Saturday, October 5, 1957.) 
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SATURDAY, OCTOBER 5, 1957 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Blythe, Calif. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9 a. m., in the audi- 
torium of the Lawson Day School, Hon. Clair Engle, chairman of 
the subcommittee, presiding. 

The Cuarrman. The subcommittee will be in order for the purpose 
of hearing further testimony regarding the water and land uses along 
the Colorado River. 

Our first testimony will be from the representatives of the Palo 
Verde Irrigation District. 

Mr. Underwood, do you desire to make the first statement? 

Mr. Unperwoop. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. You are speaking on channelization of the lower 
Colorado; is that right? 

Mr. Unperwoop. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DON UNDERWOOD, PRESIDENT, PALO VERDE 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT, BLYTHE, CALIF. 


Mr. Unperwoop. My name is Don Underwood. I am the president 
of the Palo Verde Irrigation District. My address is Box 638, 
Blythe, Calif. 

Gentleman. in 1946 the Colorado River Channelization and Levee 
Act was authorized by Congress in Public Law 469. At that time it 
was proposed that riverfront drainage and levee work would be done 
in Arizona, Nevada, and California. In 1948 the dredge Colorado 
was purchased for the purpose of making some dredging work in the 
Needles area and above that. It was proposed then that, after the 
dredge finished the Needles job, it would be brought down in the Palo 
Verde Valley, and that was part of the reason it was purchased. It 
was assumed then it would take about 2 years to do the dredging work 
that was necessary in the Needles area. That was 1948. 

In 1951 the Bureau of Reclamation published a report of Colorado 
River channelization in the Cibola Valley of Arizona, and that is the 
particular area with which we are concerned this morning. 

As you remember, yesterday when we flew upon the plain this was 
the area where the bridge was, and we circled that area. The river 
at that point makes a great meandering bend, and I will present a 
map for your consideration and leave it with the committee. 
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From the point at the Imperial County-Riverside County line the 
river bends out and meanders along. It was proposed in the original 
report that a channel be cut approximately 11 miles long, which would 
shorten the river by a 7-mile distance. This would have a very great 
effect on our outfall drain. 

Our outfall drain runs into the present river about 7 miles below 
the Riverside County line. 

The history behind all of this is that in 1909 the Laguna Dam was 
constructed downstream, and at that time the water surface elevation 
in our outfall drain was approximately 215 feet above sea level. At 
this time the Cibola area was farmed by early settlers. By 1914 the 
river had aggraded enough that that area was impossible to farm 
economically by the rising waters. 

By 1923 our outfall drain had aggraded to the place we had a 
219-foot water surface elevation. By 1949 the water surface eleva- 
tion of our outfall drain was approximately 224 feet, due to the ag- 
grading of the river, followed by the construction of the dam below it. 

At that time a pilot cut was made across a small section of the me- 
andering stream, about a mile and a half long, and this had the effect 
of lowering the water in our outfall drain some 114 to 2 feet. By the 
present, time we have lost all the good that gave us, and we are back 
to 224 feet, with a very low river. 

Now Mr. Heald made a very fine statement on the salinity of waters 
and the saline content of the Colorado River water, and we concur 
with him wholly. We have the same problems they have in the Im- 
perial Valley. It is necessary for us to apply excess water to our 
land in order to keep it clean so that we can economically farm it. 

We have the advantage over Imperial Valley, in that the excess 
water we do apply to our land is returned to the Colorado River by 
our outfall drain. We return to the river almost 50 percent of all 
the water we divert, and it is necessary for us to have an outfall where 
we can get rid of this water. 

With a constant aggradation taking place in the lower river, we can 
see it is just a matter of time until we are in very serious difficulties. 

We are doing some pumping at the present time into our outfall 
drain to keep our drain low enough to properly take care of our 
drainage. 

It is our purpose in being here today, gentlemen, to solicit your aid 
in hastening this project. As I understand it from the Bureau of 
Reclamation offices, it is necessary for them to have adequate appro- 
priations to operate the dredges they now own, which are two in num- 
ber. And it also necessitates a new report on the channelization of 
the Colorado River below our area. 

We have been after the people in the Bureau of Reclamation. I 
do not charge they are derelict in their duty in any way, but we would 
appreciate having from your committee, if we can, the continued Syp- 
port of funds for that. channelization purpose, and also, if possible, 


any assistance we can have for the getting of the report in time for 
consideration for the next budget year. We understand this time 
is in April 1958 that the report should be completed. 

We feel that, if the channelization does not take place within a 
reasonable length of time—3, 4, or 5 years—we will be in very serious 
condition, and it will be economically unsound to farm much of our 
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land. In fact, there is approximately 25,000 acres in the south end 
of our valley now that is very difficult to drain because of this 
situation. 

The CuatrmMan. May I ask, does the Bureau presently have author- 
ity to do this channelization work ¢ 

Mr. Unprerwoop. The Bureau has authority under the Channeliza- 
tion and Riverfront Act, Public Law No. 469, which was enacted in 
1946, 79th Congress. 

The Cuatrman. You need no additional authorization. What you 
need is the cash money ¢ 

Mr. Unpverwoop. We need the cash money and the report from the 
Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau of Reclamation did publish 
a report in 1951. I can give you the number of that report. It is 
Report. No. RC3-3.1, Colorado River Channelization, Cibola Valley, 
Ariz. 

After this report was issued, Mr. Moritz retired. Mr. Taylor, who 
is now the acting regional director, has some slightly different ideas 
from Mr. Moritz, and he is preparing a new report on it. 

We do not ask you to do our work in pressing them, but we intend 
to press the Bureau to get this report, if possible, and we would 
appreciate any assistance in continued funds to operate the dredges, 
and any assistance we could get in getting this report out. 

The Caatrman. I would have to say it appears to be a matter for 
the Appropriations Committee rather than this one. The report, I 
take it, requires no further authorization, no further funds, that 
they can proceed to make the report. 

Mr. Unperwoop. They can make the report. They are working on 
it now. 

We have a letter from Mr. Taylor, dated December 19, 1956, in 
which he says: 

As discussed with you on November 13, 1956, our present plans contemplate 
completing the Big Bend to Needles channelization by July 1, 1959. Between 
now and July 1959, we will complete our definite plan report on the Cibola 
Valley channelization, and, on approval of the report, be ready to move the 
dredge Colorado and the 60-foot tugboat to Cibola Valley. The 12-inch dredge, 
to be delivered in August 1957 will remain at Needles, along with the small 
tugboat The Needles to perform maintenance work in the Big Bend to Topock 
reach. Our present plans do not indicate any other use of the dredge The Colo- 
rado than for completing the Needles to Big Bend and the Cibola Valley chan- 
nelization. 

I think Mr, Taylor is sincere in his statement, but there has been 
a long time passed since 1948 when we were supposed to have the 
dredge down here. The dredge sank once, and it. took a good deal 
of money to get it back up. But time is running out on us, and we 
need to have this dredging done or we will be in serious difficulty. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Cuenowetn. Did I see the dredge in the river yesterday when 
we flew over? 

Mr. Unperwoop. I do not believe so. 

Mr. Cuenowern. What was it? It looked like it might be a 
dredge. 

The Cuaman. I think we saw some boat there at Palo Verde Dam. 

Mr. Unperwoop. We have a dredge, but it is not in the river. We 
have a dredge in our settling basin up there adjacent to the river. It 
belongs to the irrigation district, Mr. Chenoweth. It is not a large 
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dredge, but it has even been conjectured we might in some way loan 
that to the United States Government, or something, to get this thing 
advanced, and we will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. You are talking about dredging or straightening 
the channel ? 

Mr. Unperwoop. A new channel. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Is that what is provided in Public Law 469? 

Mr. Unperwoop. Straightening of the river is what is provided in 
the act. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. We have the same problem on every river. 

Mr. Unperwoop. The effect of straightening the river, Judge, will 
be it will lower the water level in the outfall drain by some 6 or 7 
feet, which will take care of aggradation going on through the years. 

Mr. CurenowetH. How much money is involved ¢ 

Mr. Unverwoop. They estimated in 1951 approximately $3 million. 

Mr. Cuenowern. You now have the authority; it is just a question 
of the appropriations ? 

Mr. Unperwoop. That is my understanding of it, yes. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ¢ 

Mr. Sisk. This date you mention of 1959, is that the date at which 
time they are to have the study completed ? 

Mr. Unprrwoop. July 1, 1959 is the date they now propose or con- 
jecture they will be through with the Big Bend to Needles area, and 
then the dredge could be moved down here. 

Mr. Sisk. In other words, the dredge would be available for use 
in this area in 1959 ? 

Mr. Unperwoop. Yes. 

Mr. Sisx. But I believe you indicated this new report which Mr. 
Taylor is now preparing should be ready when ? 

Mr. Unverwoop. It should be ready April 1958 in order for the De- 
partment to review it and get it before the budget committee. 

Mr. Sisk. So, if the report is forthcoming at such time they now 
propose, in 1958, and the dredge is going to be available, you only 
have one problem, and that is the money for them to operate it with ? 

Mr. Unperwoop. That is right. Of course, we feel the main prob- 
lem is getting the report and also completing the Big Bend to Needles 
work. That has not been on schedule. It is about 4 years behind 
schedule now. 

Mr. Sisx. I understand your concern and sympathize with you on 
it. As our chairman has suggested, it sounds like probably a problem 
for the Appropriations Committee. As far as I am concerned, if I 
can assist In any way, I will. 

Mr. Unverwoop. We would certainly appreciate it. 

I will leave the map and also a copy of the letter from Mr. Taylor 
of December 19, 1956, which I read a portion of. 

The CHarrman. Without objection, the two items referred to will 
be made a part of the file. 

(The documents will be found in the files of the committee. ) 

The Cuarrman. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Urr. What is the saline content of the water in the return 
flow ? 

Mr. Unperwoop. The saline content in the return flow, I would 
estimate, sir, at about 21% times the saline content of the water that 
goes into the intake. 
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Mr. Urr. Something over 2 tons? 

Mr. Unverwoop. That is right. 

Mr. Urr. How many acre-feet in the return flow ? 

Mr. Unprerwoop. There is approximately, I would say, 600 second- 
feet per minute. Over a period of a year, something in the neighbor- 
hood of 350,000 acre-feet. 

The Cuarrman. Does that complete your statement on this point? 

Mr. Unperwoop. It does. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have further testimony to present on this 
matter ¢ 

Mr. Unperwoop. Not on the same matter; no. 

The Cuarman. Thank you very much, Mr. Underwood. 

Mr. Jenney, you have a statement to make at this point ? 

Mr. JeNNEY. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK E. JENNEY, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Jenney. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement I will 
file and which I will not attempt to read. 

Reference has been made to the fact that the Palo Verde Irriga- 
tion District, Improvement District No. 1, commonly referred to as 
the lower mesa, has been turned down on application to appropriate 
additional water. 

That is not true. 

This is a statement of the facts relative to the application of the 
Improvement District No. 1 under the Small Projects Act for a loan 
under the rehabilitation and betterment program to put in a distribu- 
tion system for the lower messa. It tells why we think the Secre- 
tary’s ruling that our loan application was an application to appro- 
priate the waters is incorrect, and why we feel the district’s loan 
application should be given favorable consideration. 

The other results stemming from the refusal of the Secretary are 
these : 

On the mesa there is approximately 12,000 acres of desert-land 
entries. The Secretary’s refusal of our loan application has meant 
the distribution system cannot go in. 

There is farming on the mesa, and, as you may have noticed as you 
drove in from the airport, there is a new citrus grove of about 7,000 
trees. There is about 1,000 acres in cultivation of different crops. It 
is a very productive area if developed, but those farmers that are now 
farming it without a distribution system have to pump from our 
canal or use private wells. 

In some of the wells the water quality is such that they cannot use 
it. And pumping from the district’s canals is not an economical way 
to do it. By putting in a distribution system the entire area could 
be put into cultivation. 

The diversion works which have been constructed by the district 
and the Bureau of Reclamation under our Diversion Dam Act is of 
the quantity that would permit and has always been of the quantity 
which would permit the use of water on the mesa. It is not an apphi- 
cation to appropriate or use additional water. 
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The area is covered under our 1935 water contract. It is covered 
in the 7-party priority agreement that 16,000 acres of that mesa would 
be put into cultivation. 

As I mentioned, one of the other results stemming from this refusal 
has been that these desert-land entrymen cannot go ahead and prove 
upon their land, and the Bureau of Land Management is refusing 
them extensions of time. On the one hand, they are saying, “Here, 
you cannot have a loan until the Arizona-California case is com- 


leted.” and, on the other hand, they are saying, “you cannot get an 
9 3 Z =) £ 


extension of time because you have done nothing to prove up on your 
land.” 

These entrymen have contributed money not only in the way of 
district taxes but to a fund outside of that which they started for 
engineering, and spent thousands of dollars, about $10,000, on en- 
gineering out of their own pockets. 

We say that the finding of the Secretary that this is an application 
to appropriate additional water is incorrect, and we have set forth 
the reasons why. 

I think, briefly, Mr. Chairman, that is the gist of our statement, 
which I will file. 

The CHatrman. Without objection, the statement will be made a 
part of the record immediately following the summary of it by Mr. 
Jenney. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT, Pato VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT, IMPROVEMENT DistRIcT No. 1 
(LOWER MESA), BLYTHE, CALIF. 


The Palo Verde Irrigation District, Improvement District No. 1, after the 
passage of the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956, filed an application for a 
loan under said act which application, although the first one filed, has not been 
acted upon, but has been, in effect, rejected for reasons hereinafter stated. 

A brief résumé of the background for this application we believe is neces- 
sary in order to properly understand this matter. In 1951 the private land- 
owners and the desert-land entrymen on the lower Palo Verde Mesa joined to- 
gether for the purpose of having a water-distribution system constructed to 
serve the land on the mesa. At this point it should be mentioned that some 
of these lands were, and now are, under cultivation by pumping from the lower- 
level canals in the valley proper or from wells located on the lands being farmed. 
These methods of providing water for irrigation are not as economical as a 
main distribution system would be and some of the lands on the mesa are too 
remote from the district’s main canals to pump water for irrigation on an eco- 
nomical basis. 

In order to remedy this situation the landowners and entrymen pooled their 
funds and employed competent engineers to study and report on the feasibility 
of a mesa distribution system and to prepare tentative plans. This report was 
made and the proposal found to be feasible in all respects. 

The lower mesa area has been a part of the overall service area of the Palo 
Verde Irrigation District as is shown in the district’s 1935 water-delivery con- 
tract with the Secretary of Interior made under the provisions of the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act. However, since the orderly method of procedure was the 
development of the lower valley which could be served by gravity diversion, 
the mesa area, as a whole, did not reach the “doing” stage until about 1951. 
Since these lands as a whole could not be benefited from the distribution sys- 
tem without the construction of a short pumplift and additional canals, they 
were not included within the boundaries of the district, and hence subject to 
district taxes, until 1952 and subsequent years. 

As to the 11,772 acres of public lands (desert land entries) which were in- 
cluded (1952), it was necessary for the district to file under the Smith Act (39 
Stat. 506) in order to make these public lands subject to district taxes. This 
was done and by order dated December 18, 1953, the Department of the In- 
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terior, Bureau of Land Management, said lands were made subject to district 
taxes and a finding was made as follows: 

“On the basis of all evidence available the proposed improvement district ad- 
dition to the Palo Verde Irrigation District is considered to be altogether meri- 
torious and feasible.” 

While private financing (bond issue) was then under consideration, informa- 
tion was received of the favorable consideration by Congress of legislation which 
would provide loans to small reclamation projects upon terms which would as- 
sure these landowners and entrymen that they unquestionably could finance 
and develop the required distribution system. These owners and entrymen 
donated both time and money for engineer witnesses, etc., to help secure this 
legislation. 

Prior to the effective date of this legislation the Palo Verde Irrigation Dis- 
trict, Improvement District No. 1, filed its “feasibility report” (June 1956) with 
the Secretary of the Interior. Thereafter, in December 1956, a conference was 
held in the Los Angeles office of the regional solicitor, at which time, district 
representatives were advised that rules and regulations had been promulgated 
under the Small Projects act of 1956 and that the report previously submiitted 
would have to be resubmitted with a new document entitled “Letter of Intent.” 
On January 4, 1957, this “letter of intent” was filed and pursuant thereto a 
field meeting was held at Bylthe, Calif., on January 17, 1957, attended by repre- 
sentatives of the Bureau of Reclamation and officers of the Palo Verde Irriga- 
tion District. 

Up to this point everything appeared to be favorable for the district to come 
under the provisions of the Small Projects Act. However, in the latter part of 
March 1957, without previously raising the question, the Secretary of the In- 
terior ruled that no further applications for appropriation of water out of the 
Colorado River would be granted in California until the California-Arizona 
water problem is finally settled. 

This ruling, in effect, eliminates the Palo Verde Irrigation District from any 
consideration of a loan application for its improvement district No. 1 for many 
years. 

We are at a loss to understand this ruling and we do not believe it to be con- 
sistent with the provisions of the Small Projects Act for several reasons. 

(1) The appropriative rights of the district, through its predecessors date 
back to 1877 and include the area in question. 

(2) The California seven-party priority agreement acknowledges that the 
Mesa area is on a parity, that is, third priority, with Imperial Irrigation Dis- 
trict (the district itself being acknowledged as having the No. 1 priority), and, 
therefore, well within the quantities of the California Limitation Act as to the 
Mesa needs. 

(3) The contract of February 7, 1935, between the Palo Verde Irrigation Dis- 
trict and the Secretary of the Interior for delivery of water from storage at 
Lake Mead provides for water for the area in question. 

(4) The application for a loan was not an application to appropriate addi- 
tional water from the Colorado River but was for a loan to finance distribution 
works (not diversion works) to take water from the district’s existing distribu- 
tion system. 

(5) The Secretary of the Interior had already made a finding (based on the 
foregoing) that “applicant has submitted adequate proof of organization and 
evidence of legal right to water.” (Order of Dec. 18, 1953, referred to above.) 

(6) Other projects using water from the Colorado River are being per- 
mitted to proceed to completion and are financed by the United States, such as 
the Gila project, Welton-Mohawk project, Coachella Indian project, Parker 
Indian project, ete., while the subject Mesa distribution system, improvement 
district No. 1, which is merely a continuation and completion of the original 
Palo Verde Irrigation District project and is not a new project designed to 
appropriate additional waters from the Colorado River, has been denied the 
right to proceed to completion. 

Another unjustified result, stemming from the Secretary’s ruling of March 
1957, is that desert land entry’s of the public lands on the Mesa are being can- 
celed or refused extensions of time on the basis of lack of water supply—on 
the one hand they are being told their application for a loan under the Small 
Projects Act must await the outcome of the pending litigation and on the other 
hand they are not being granted extensions of time on their desert land entries 
pending the termination of said litigation. Fairness would seem to demand con- 
sistency in the same department—the Interior. 
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The assistance and suggestions of your committee would be appreciated, first 
in obtaining favorable consideration of the loan application; and secondly, in 
protecting the desert land entrymen from loss of their lands. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Jenney, this is the matter referred to in your 
testimony ¢ 

Mr. Jenner. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. When the statement was made that the Interior 
Department was evidently applying one rule on the east side of the 
river and a different one on the west side of the river? 

Mr. Jenney. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. And what they did in this instance was to refuse 
to allow or to consider an application under the Small Projects Act 
notwithstanding the fact it assertedly did not require additional 
water, and, at the same time, turned around and granted a 65,000-acre 
lease on the east side of the riv er, Subject to whatever w ater might 
become available under the court decision. 

In one case they granted the application for the lease, saying that 
whatever water became available would be available; : and on the other 
side of the river they turned down an application on the ground that 
no application should be granted until the lawsuit was decided. 

Mr. JeNnry. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Can you reconcile that? 

Mr. Jenney. I cannot. 

The Cuairman. The position taken by the Interior Department / 

Mr. Jenney. I point that out in my summary, that it is incon- 
sistent. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know what is in that woodpile over there 
on the east side ? 

Mr. Jenner. No,sir. I wish I did. 

The Cuarrman. Well, I propose to poke around in that woodpile 
and find out what is in it, because something is in that woodpile on 
the east side of the river. I do not know just what it is, but there 
has to be some reason for the Interior Department doing one thing 
on one side of the river and another on the other. 

I am not asserting there in anything in the woodpile, you under- 
stand, but I am just suspicious of the woodpile. 

Mr. Sartor. W hy don’t you say you are just suspicious ? 

The Cramman. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Mercaur. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. I am, of course, 
delighted to hear the discussion of this matter, but I hope that when 
our colleagues, both to your right and to your left, come in from 
Arizona they be given an opportunity, if they wish, ‘to explore that 
woodpile, too. 

The Cuatrman. I would like to see them stick a long pole into that 
woodpile and poke around. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask several questions here. 

First, I certainly appreciate the attitude that representatives of 
the board have had, because John Phillips represented this district 
and brought some of you gentlemen in to see me, and talked to me 
about some of your problems in my office. Out here I also found you 
very willing to tell your story and answer any questions. 

Yesterday, as we were flying over this area, certain land was 
pointed out to me as land where squatters were. Is there any land 
in the Palo Verde Irrigation District that qualifies as squatter land? 














LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROBLEMS 83 


Mr. Unperwoop. Congressman, there are 2,000 acres in the south 
extremity of our valley which is Government land and which is being 
farmed. This land lies within the boundaries of the irrigation dis- 
trict, and water has been authorized for that land. 

Mr. Jenner. May I supplement that, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Jenner. The area that Mr. Underwood refers to is covered by 
our water delivery contract, in 1935. It is an area that is included 
and agreed upon under the so-called 7-party priority agreement. It 
was always contemplated that area would be served by water from 
the district. 

In addition, those landowners that are getting water from the dis- 
trict are doing so by contract with the district; the district 1s charged 
with the use of that water, the State of California is charged with 
the use of that water. So, actually there is a contractual relation- 
ship for the use of that water which does not exist with the other 
squatters. 

Mr. Saytor. Has the Bureau of Reclamation ever approved or 
disapproved this arrangement ? 

Mr. Jenney. They have approved it in the sense that the contract 
with the Department of the Interior, the 1935 contract, specifically 
states that that area within the then boundaries of the district and 
the river will be served with water. It is part of the area covered 
under the water delivery contract. 

Mr. Saytor. Do we have, Mr. Chairman, in our files a copy of that 
contract? Or do you think it would be advisable to put it in there, 
because this squatter land apparently may be in a different category 
than the other land that has been described? If so, I think the com- 
mittee should have the benefit of it. 

Mr. Unperwoop. Congressman, I think from a practical standpoint, 
the Bureau or the United States Government will not need this land 
to correct any difficulties in the river. As I understand it, that was the 
primary reason for withdrawing some of this land from entry. 

I think, from a practical standpoint, and probably without any right 
to say it, that land should be disposed of, that the Government ‘should 
sell to somebody for the best interests of the United States Govern- 
ment, and let it be farmed like the land should be. 

Mr. Jenner. I might supplement in that respect. Over the years 
T have personally worked on two applications to the Department, 

sureau of Land Management, to have that withdrawal canceled and 
have the land thrown open for entry so it could be farmed, because it 
is an isolated area, an island area, and, as Mr. Underwood states, it 
could not be used for possible river control or any other purpose for 
which it was withdrawn. So it is just a no-man’s land sitting there. 

Mr. Saytor. Let me ask this question : 

As I flew up the river yesterday I noticed that, due to the sinuosity 
of the river and its meanderings, from time to time the river has 
changed its course. What has been the policy of the Palo Verde dis- 
trict as the river has changed its course? Have you added land to 
your district or have you lost land from your district ? 

Mr. Unperwoop. Sir, our district is limited by the Colorado River 
compact to 104,500 acres in the irrigation district. We have 104,500 
acres in the irrigation district. It has not changed. In the valley 
proper now, I am speaking of, not the mesa. 
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As far as the changes in the river boundary are concerned, they 
have aaeee very little in the last 20 years in this area. 

Mr. Savior. What would happen if a man is a property owner out 
on the river, his property fronts right down on the river, and he goes 
out there tomorrow and finds out the stream up here, due to the 
generosity of God and Colorado sending down some water, half of 
the land is cut off and washed out into the stream? Do you pick up 
the same kind of land somewhere else then? 

Mr. Unprerwoop. I assume, Congressman, under the terms of the 
contract that would be possible, but that has not happened to enough 
degree to make any material difference in our district boundaries. 

We own land adjacent to the river, in fact about a mile and a half 
along the river, and we have lost half an acre or so, something like 
that, at different times, but it has not materially changed in modern 
times. 

Mr. Saytor. May I ask you this question, further along that same 
line: 

Has there been any difference in the assessed valuation or assess- 
ments on the property that fronts on the Colorado River that is in 
the Palo Verde Irrigation District in the last 20 years? 

Mr. Unperwoop. Let me understand. You mean because of the 
vagaries of the river? 

Mr. Sartor. That is right. 

Mr. Unperwoop. No. The irrigation district and the county have 
set aside a district approximately an eighth of a mile wide along the 
river we try to keep as a buffer zone, so to speak, and the taxes are 
not particularly burdensome on that area. 

Aside from the eighth of a mile area, the taxes are approximately 
the same outside of the levees as they are inside. There has not been 
any change in the district that is material. 

Mr. Sayvor. Actually, then, between the west bank of the river and 
your district is a buffer zone of approximately an eighth of a mile? 

Mr. Unpbrerwoop. That is correct. 

Mr. Sayior. Which is used by both the district and the taxing 
authorities ? 

Mr. Unpbrerwoop. No, that is owned by individual owners. But the 
district and the county taxing authorities have considered that as an 
unproductive area, and have encouraged it not to be productive, and 
in those places farming areas gener ally are not. 

Mr. Sayzor. That is all. 

The Cuarmman. Are there further questions? 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate your statement. 

Mr. Matthew, are you ready to proceed regarding water diversion 
on the Colorado River? 

Mr. Marruew. Yes. 

The CHarrMan, ioe oy have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Matruew. No, I do not, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. If you will identify yourself, Mr. Matthew, for 
the record. 
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STATEMENT OF RAYMOND MATTHEW, CHIEF ENGINEER, COLO- 
RADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Marruew. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

My name is Raymond Matthew. I am chief engineer of the Colorado 
River Board of California, which is the State agency that has the 
responsibility for protecting the rights of California and its agencies 
and citizens to the use of water in the Colorado River. 

I appear here on behalf of the board in the matter of unlawful 
uses of water. We are particularly concerned with water use by irri- 
gation rather than the matter of recreation uses which you heard about 
yesterday. 

Yesterday you heard from Mr. Moeur of Arizona, and he referred 
to the provisions of the Boulder Canyon Project Act. Under the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, in section 5, it is provided for the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to contract for the storage and delivery of water 
from the reservoir for irrigation and domestic uses; and further pro- 
vides that no person shall have, or be entitled to have, the use for any 
purpose of water stored in the reservoir (Lake Mead) except by con- 
tract with the Secretary of the Interior. 

Along in the early 1950’s the board and its representatives became 
cognizant of increasing activities along the lower Colorado River by 

rivate individuals to develop irrigation projects for use of Colorado 
River water without secretarial contracts as prescribed by section 5 
of the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 

On March 12, 1952, the chairman of the board wrote the Secretary 
of Interior calling his attention to this situation. That letter is very 
brief and rather points up the problem. In that letter the board 
stated its views as follows: 


1. All normal flow of the Colorado River has long been overappropriated ; 

2. Accordingly any new projects can only be developed by use of water stored 
in Lake Mead ; 

3. Such use can only be made under secretarial contracts required by section 5; 

4. The stored water in Lake Mead permanently available for use in the lower 
basin of the Colorado River is already overcommitted. 

It appearing that the proposed new uses are unlawful under section 5, we 
suggest that it is your function to prevent them from being made. 

Now following, in the years 1952, 1953, and 1954, there ensued con- 
siderable correspondence between the board and the Department of 
the Interior, and conversations with the Bureau of Reclamation 
officials. 

In 1952 the response of the Department, through the Acting Com- 
missioner of Reclamation, pointed out that the solution of the problem 

was complicated by the fact that there was surplus water in the river 
at that time. By “surplus water” he meant, referring to unused water, 
particularly water not used as yet up in the upper basin to which they 
are entitled under the Colorado River compact. And he said that 
that water was physically available in the river at that time, and he 
concluded with the ae that it would be somewhat premature to 
attempt to prevent unlawful diversion of water from the river. 

It was brought to the attention of the officials in early 1953 that 
the problem was increasing in Ti a with many new develop- 
ments underway. As a result of that, the Commissioner of Recla- 
mation ordered an investigation and report to be made by the regional 
office at Boulder City. 
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That report was apparently made in the latter part of 1953, and 
the matter was referred to higher authority. Actually that report 
finally did become available to interested parties along the river in 
the last year, 1956. 

Mr. Moeur also referred to the fact that Governor Pyle in 1953 
advised the Secretary of the Interior officially, on behalf of Ari ame 
that it was the desire of Arizona that no new contracts be issued for 
use of water from the river under the Boulder Canyon Project Act 


until the suit was settled, during the pendency of the suit, except for 
the Gila River project. 

In 1954 we referred this matter also to the Under Secretary of 
the Interior, Mr. Tudor, at that time, to enlist assistance in getting 
solution to the problem, but nothing was done. 

In this last year, our board, considering that after some 6 years 
there had been no action taken in this matter, decided that we refer 
this to our Senators and some of our Congressmen for such action 
as they might deem desirable, and that was done. 

A reply received by Congressman Hosmer from Assistant Secre- 
tary Aandahl on July 9, 1957, stated as follows, in part: 


We in the Department of the Interior are cognizant of the unauthorized use 
of Colorado River water and as pointed out in your letter of June 17 this 
matter has been under consideration for several years. However, there are 
other numerous problems involved and it is felt that a unified course of action 
must be approved by both Arizona and California before remedial action can 
be initiated. 

While the unauthorized use of water is of considerable concern another matter 
of which we are aware is the squatter and trespass problem also involving lands 
on both the California and Arizona sides of the Colorado River fr¢cm Parker 
Dam to the international boundary. We are presently readying a plan for the 
leasing and development of the lands for recreational uses between Parker 
Dam and the Colorado River Indian Reservation and it will be effected as soon 
as agreement is reached with the various interested officials of both States. 
Thereafter, it is anticipated that similar measures can be taken with respect 
to other areas along the river which are in trespass. 


Our board received a copy of that letter from Mr. Hosmer, and 
on July 31 they wrote a letter addressed to Senator Kuchel comment- 
ing on this letter from Secretary Aandahl. I wish to refer to that in 
part. It states as follows: 


Since the Colorado River board first brought this matter to the Secretary 
of the Interior’s attention early in 1952, various reasons have been given for not 
taking any remedial action. But this is the first time to our knowledge that the 
Department has taken the position that “a unified course of action must be ap- 
proved by both Arizona and California before remedial action can be initiated.” 
We do not know of any statutory basis for this position. 

It would seem that the Secretary of the Interior has the clear duty and re- 
sponsibility under the Boulder Canyon Project Act to prevent unlawful or un- 
authorized uses of water from the lower Colorado River, regardless of whether 
such uses are in Arizona or California or of what may be the views of either 
State with respect to any action which the Secretary should decide to be re- 
quired pursuant to his duty and responsibility under that act. 

The squatter and trespass problem which has been allowed to grow up along 
the lower Colorado River, to which Mr. Aandahl refers, is doubtless a trouble- 
some situation to the Government. However, this relates to fishing and boating 
establishments and other recreational facilities which use very little water from 
the river. Hence, from the standpoint of water supply and use, the remedial 
solution of this problem is relatively unimportant. It is difficult to understand, 
therefore, why the Department should give precedence to this problem over the 
far more important and serious problem of unlawful uses of water for irrigation 
which incidentally also includes trespass on the public domain. 
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Moreover, the two problems are quite distinct. There does not appear to 
be any valid reason for connecting the two or for postponing remedial action 
on the more serious problem of unlawful use of water for irrigation awaiting 
solution of the recreational squatter problem. 

The Colorado River board is of the opinion that Mr. Aandahl’s response on 
behalf of the Department in letter to Congressman Hosmer, dated July 9, 1957, 
fails to meet the major problem of unlawful use of water along the lower 
Colorado River. It appears that the Secretary of the Interior will be derelict 
in his duty unless some effective action is taken without delay to remedy this 
situation. 

There was further correspondence then with Assistant Secretary 
Aandahl, and on September 4 Mr. Aandahl wrote Senator Kuchel 
in reply to his letter of August 8, in which he states : 

We regret that the Colorado River Board of California feels that our previous 
comments on this subject failed to deal adequately with the unauthorized use 
of water. We believe that we have made our position with respect to the lower 
Colorado very clear and have been working the matter for a number of years. 

[Irrespective of who has the responsibility to prevent unlawful or unauthor- 
ized use of the water of the lower Colorado River, a solution of the existing 
problem will require the combined best efforts of all concerned—State as well 
as Federal. This lower Colorado land and water use matter is a very complex 
one. We believe that a good start may be made on an overall solution by solving 
first the so-called squatter or nonagricultural land use problem. As you know, 
we have worked out a program to do this. It has been brought to the attention 
of interested persons including yourself and other members of the Arizona- 
California congressional delegations. We would like to go forward with this 
program very soon as a start toward bringing under control the unauthorized 
use of land and water along the lower Colorado. 

Since the Colorado River board considers that from the standpoint of water 
supply and use, the remedial solution of this segment of the problem is relatively 
unimportant, we would expect no objection on the part of the board to such 
minor uses of water as may be required in furtherance of the recreational land 
use program. 

In reference to that last paragraph or last statement, I think it is 

self-serving statement. 

At no time during the last 6 years in our correspondence with the 
Secretary of the Interior have we indicated we would acquiesce in 
the use of water for recreation. The matter has not been mentioned. 
We have been referring at all times mainly, practically entirely, to 
the unlawful use of water for irrigation, which is the substantial part 
from a water standpoint. We merely feel the recreational facilities 
use relatively small quantities of water, and it is not as important as 
the unlawful use of water for irrigation. 

Gentlemen, that is the way the matter stands. We still feel that 
the Secretary of the Interior should proceed expeditious sly to work 
out a remedial solution on this unlawful use of water for irrigation. 
which ts rather substantial. 

Mr. Chairman, you advised the board that you had requested the 
Department of the Interior to bring in an up-to-date report. The 
only report they have was based on the original survey in 1953. There 
was some additional data added in 1955, but that is the only report 
I know of as yet. So that ts 2 years old, and there has been addi- 
tional development since that time. But I do not think it is as im- 
= unt to bring up a new report, Of course, T think they ought to 

keep abreast of what is going on, because, the way matters stand, the 
Bureau is charged with operating the river, they have certain specified 
deliveries to make clear down to the lower end, including one of the 
biggest ones to the Mexican Government, 114 million acre-feet at 
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least every year under the Mexican treaty. And, with a very sub- 
stantial amount of water which they have no record of whatsoever 
as to the amount involved, it is extremely difficult to regulate that 
river, and it is important that that be done so that there will not be 
any waste of water at the lower end. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Matthew, on July 12, 1957, I wrote a letter 
to the Secretary of the Interior in which I said: 


I would appreciate receiving from your Department an up-to-date report on 
unlawful water uses along the lower Colorado River, particularly for irriga- 
tion, setting forth detailed data as to diversion and use of water by individuals 
or units, together with maps showing the location of the individual areas or 
parcels irrigated. 


The Secretary of the Interior sent me a report entitled “Preliminary 
Report on Unauthorized Use of Water and Trespass on Government 
Land Along Lower Colorado River, Davis Dam to International 
Boundary, Arizona-California,” which is undated, but it has stamped 
on the front of it “Provisional; Subject to Revision” and “For 
administrative use only.” It has 1953 and 1955 data in it. 

So far as the Chair is aware, that is the last information and as 
up-to-date information as there is. 

You have completed your statement, have you ? 

Mr. Matruew. Yes, sir; except I would like to offer for the record, 
Mr. Chairman, this correspondence from 1952 up to date in regard 
to this subject, which sets forth the interchange and detailed infor- 
mation. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, the correspondence will be 
made part of the record. Are these all separate letters ? 

Mr. Matruew. Yes, sir. I have additional copies if you need 
them. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, they will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The correspondence follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 9, 1957. 
Hon. Craic HosMEr, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeaRk Mr. Hosmer: We in the Department of the Interior are cognizant of 
the unauthorized use of Colorado River water and, as pointed out in your letter 
of June 17, this matter has been under consideration for several years. How- 
ever, there are other numerous problems involved and it is felt that a unified 
course of action must be approved by both Arizona and California before reme- 
dial action can be initiated. 

While the unauthorized use of water is of considerable concern, another mat- 
ter of which we are aware is the squatter and trespass problem also involving 
lands on both the California and Arizona sides of the Colorado River from 
Parker Dam to the international boundary. We are presently readying a plan 
for the leasing and development of the lands for recreational uses between 
Parker Dam and the Colorado River Indian Reservation and it will be effected 
as soon as agreement is reached with the various interested officials of both 
States. Thereafter, it is anticipated that similar measures can be taken with 
respect to other areas along the river which are in trespass. 

Sincerely yours, 


Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 11, 1957. 
Hon. THomMaAsS H. KUCHEL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KUCHEL: This is in followup of the exchange of correspondence 
last month between the Department and yourself regarding the illegal use of 
water in the lower Colorado River area. 

For your information, there is enclosed a copy of my letter of July 9 to Con- 
gressman Hosmer describing the status of the water-use problem, and the squat- 
ter and trespass problem on lands along both the California and Arizona sides 
of the Colorado River from Parker Dam to the international boundary, which 
must also be resolved. 

Sincerely yours, 
FreD G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Angeles, July 31, 1957. 
Hon. THomas H. KUCHEL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Deak SENATOR KucHEL: Thank you for your letter of July 16, 1957, enclosing 
copies of letters to you and Congressman Hosmer from Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior Aandahl regarding the matter of unlawful uses of water along the 
lower Colorado River. You asked for comments with respect to Mr. Aandahl’s 
letter. 

Since the Colorado River Board -first brought this matter to the Secretary of 
the Interior’s attention early in 1952, various reasons have been given for not 
taking any remedial action. But this is the first time, to our knowledge, that 
the Department has taken the position that “a unified course of action must be 
approved by both Arizona and California before remedial action can be initi- 
ated.” We do not know of any statuatory basis for this position. 

It would seem that the Secretary of the Interior has the clear duty and 
responsibility under the Boulder Canyon Project Act to prevent unlawful or 
unauthorized uses of water: from -the lower Colorado River, regardless of 
whether such uses are in Arizona or California or of what may be the views of 
either State with respect to any action which the Secretary should decide to be 
required pursuant to his duty and responsibility under that act. 

The squatter and trespass problem which has been allowed to grow up along 
the lower Colorado River, to which Mr. Aandahl refers, is doubtless a trouble- 
some situation to the Government. However this relates to fishing and boating 
establishments and other recreational facilities which use very little water from 
the river. Hence, from the standpoint of water supply and use, the remedial 
solution of this problem is relatively unimportant. It is difficult to understand 
therefore, why the Department should give precedence to this problem over the 
far more important and serious problem of unlawful uses of water for irriga- 
tion which incidentally also includes trespass on the public domain. 

Moreover, the two problems are quite distinct. There does not appear to be 
any valid reason for connecting the two or for postponing remedial action on 
the more serious problem of unlawful use of water for irrigation awaiting solution 
of the recreational squatter problem. 

The Colorado River Board is of the opinion that Mr. Aandahl’s response on 
behalf of the Department in letter to Congressman Hosmer dated July 9, 1957, 
fails to meet the major problem of unlawful use of water along the lower Colo- 
rado River. It appears that the Secretary of the Interior will be derelict in his 
duty unless some effective action is taken without delay to remedy this situation, 

Sincerely yours, 
CoLoRADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
By RayMOND MaTTrHEw, Chief Engineer. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
September 9, 1957. 
CoLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
GENTLEMEN : I enclose for your information a copy of a letter dated September 
4, 1957, which I have received from the Department of the Interior regarding 
the unauthorized use of water along the lower Colorado River. 
With best wishes, 
Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas H. KUCcHEL, 
United States Senator. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., September 4, 1957. 
Hon. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeEaR SENATOR KucHEL: This is in further reply to your letter of August 8 re- 
questing our comments on statements made by the Colorado River Board of 
California concerning the unauthorized use of water along the lower Colorado 
River. 

We regret that the Colorado River Board of California feels that our previous 
comments on this subject failed to deal adequately with the unauthorized use 
of water. We believe that we have made our position with respect to the lower 
Colorado very clear and have been working the matter for a number of years. 

Irrespective of who has the responsibility to prevent unlawful or unauthorized 
use of the water of the lower Colorado River, a solution of the existing problem 
will require the combined best efforts of all concerned—State as well as Federal. 
This lower Colorado land and water use matter is a very complex one. We be- 
lieve that a good start may be made on an overall solution by solving first the so- 
called squatter or nonagricultural land-use problem. As you know, we have 
worked out a program to do this. It has been brought to the attention of in- 
terested persons including yourself and other members of the Arizona-Cali- 
fornia congressional delegations. We would like to go forward with this pro- 
gram very soon as a start toward bringing under control the unauthorized use 
of land and water along the lower Colorado. 

Since the Colorado River Board considers that, from the standpoint of water 
supply and use, the remedial solution of this segment of the problem is relatively 
unimportant, we would expect no objection on the part of the Board to such 
minor uses of water as may be required in furtherance of the recreational land 
use program. 

Sincerely yours, 





Frep G. AANDAHLI, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Angeles, June 14, 1957. 
Hon. Wit11aAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: The Colorado River Board desires to bring to your 
attention the serious problem of unlawful use of water along the lower Colorado 
River with the hope that you may assist in its solution. 

As you know the Boulder Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057, 1928) which 
authorized the construction of Hoover Dam, provides authority in section 5 for 
the Secretary of the Interior to contract for the storage and delivery of water 
from the reservoir for irrigation and domestic uses; and further provides that 
no person shall have or be entitled to have the use for any purpose of water 
stored in the reservoir (Lake Mead), except by contract with the Secretary of 
the Interior. Under this provision of the act California agencies in the 1930's 
entered into contracts with the Secretary of the Interior for storage in Lake 
Mead and delivery at specific points on the river of water for use in California 
in an aggregate amount of not less than 5,362,000 acre-feet annually. 
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In 1952 the Colorado River Board became cognizant of increasing activities 
along the lower Colorado River by private individuals to develop irrigation 
projects for use of Colorado River water without secretarial contracts as pre- 
scribed by section 5 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act. On March 12, 1952, 
the chairman of the board wrote the Secretary of Interior calling his attention 
to this situation and suggested that the Secretary take appropriate action to 
prevent such unlawful uses of Colorado River water. Subsequently in 1952, 
1953, and 1954, there ensued considerable correspondence between the board 
and officials of the Department and the Bureau of Reclamation in regard to 
this matter. Attached hereto for your information are copies of the correspond- 
ence, 

The response of the Bureau of Reclamation on behalf of the Department in 
1952 (see letter of July 22 from Acting Commissioner G. W,; Lineweaver) pointed 
out that the solution of the problem was complicated by the fact that surplus 
water (referring to unused water) was physically available in the river at that 
time and concluded with the opinion that it would be somewhat premature to 
attempt to prevent the unlawful diversion of water from the river. 

Early in 1953 it was brought to the attention of Bureau officials that the prob- 
lem of unlawful use of water was increasing in magnitude with many new de- 
velopments under way. As a result the regional office of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion at Boulder City, Nev. was directed to make a comprehensive survey and 
submit a report to the Washington office in regard to unlawful diversions. Later 
that year the Board was informed that the report had been received in Washing- 
ton and that the entire matter had been referred to higher authority in the 
Department for policy decision. However, the report was not made available to 
the Board until 1956. 

It may be noted that on April 27, 1953, Gov. Howard Pyle of Arizona wrote to 
Secretary of Interior officially requesting on behalf of the State of Arizona 
that no further contracts be entered into between the United States and those 
seeking to use Colorado River water until such time as the United States Supreme 
Court has determined Arizona’s rights to the waters of the Colorado River, with 
the exception of contracts with the agencies in the Gila reclamation project. 
On May 14, 1953, Assistant Secretary Aandahl advised Governor Pyle that the 
Department was in accord with this request and that no further contracts were 
contemplated during the pendency of the litigation. (See attached copies of 
this correspondence transmitted to the Board on May 19, 1953.) 

Early in 1954 the problem of unauthorized uses of water on the lower Colorado 
River was brought to the attention of Under Secretary Ralph A. Tudor in an 
endeavor to secure his assistance in the matter. In a letter dated February 25, 
1954, to Mr. Tudor the Board urged that a decision be reached on a declaration 
of policy and that appropriate action be taken by the Secretary of the Interior 
which would effectively meet the problem. Reference was made therein to the 
Board’s letter to Assistant Commissioner G. W. Lineweaver dated July 1, 1953. 
Your particular attention is directed to that letter since it rather fully sum- 
marizes the Board’s views with respect to the entire matter. 

In the meantime the situation has become even more serious than that sum- 
marized in the Board’s letter of July 1, 1953. No longer is there any so-called 
surplus (unused) water flowing in the river as referred to in the Bureau’s 
response in 1952. The fact is that starting in 1955 the Bureau has attempted 
to limit releases of stored water from Lake Mead to the amounts required to 
satisfy contract users in the United States and the service of the Mexican Water 
Treaty. In this connection firm power production at Hoover Dam has been 
cut about 40 percent. Even so because of an unprecedented series of dry years 
of runoff, Lake Mead was drawn down in 1956 and again in 1957 to an active 
storage capacity of about 11 million acre-feet or about 40 percent of full active 
capacity. 

In order to meet delivery requirements for contract users and the Mexican 
Water Treaty the releases from Lake Mead must make allowance for unknown 
amounts of noncontract or unlawful diversions of water from the river. The 
results in grave difficulties in the Bureau being able to regulate the river ef- 
fectively in accordance with its responsibility. It also has resulted and con- 
tinues to result in a large amount of water being required to be released from 
Lake Mead for these unlawful uses which would otherwise be kept in storage 
and which would thus be available in later years for meeting requirements of 
lawful uses under contract. As a consequence, if subnormal streamflow con- 
ditions should continue to prevail there may develop substantial shortages in 
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meeting the requirements of contract users in addition to the Mexican Water 
Treaty deliveries. 

In the board’s letter of July 1, 1953, to Assistant Commissioner Lineweaver it 
was stated: 

“It appears the Secretary of the Interior will be derelict in his duty unless 
some effective action is taken without delay to take care of this situation. In 
addition to the large investments which are being made apparently under suf- 
ferance of the United States, claims of implied water right could be assumed 
and may in the future be asserted by these entities resulting in new problems 
and controversies with respect to the available water supply which is already 
overcommitted. 

“It is respectfully suggested, therefore, that at the very least the Secretary 
of the Interior acting if necessary. through the Department of Justice, should 
promply serve notice on all unauthorized diverters and users of Colorado River 
water on the lower Colorado River below Hoover Dam advising them that they 
are diverting and using water unlawfully and by sufferance and that no per- 
manent rights shall attach thereto. This is in addition to the previous sugges- 
tion that further consideration be given to the desirability or necessity of seek- 
ing injunctive or declaratory relief in order to properly meet this situation.” 

The need for some effective action on the part of the Secretary of the In- 
terior is even more urgent now than in 1953. 

The report by the regional office of the Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder City, 
Nevy., which became available in mid-1956 contains information with respect to 
irrigated areas and diversions by noncontract users for the years 1953 to 1955. 
It is estimated in the report that the amount of water diverted in 1955 by non- 
eontract users aggregated about 110,000 acre-feet. No information is available 
as to such uses since 1955 but it is believed that additional developments have 
occurred and that the amount of noncontract water diverted may be subsan- 
tially more than estimated in the report. It is stated in the report: 

“* * * Because the trespass and unauthorized use of water is already ex- 
tensive and is continuing to grow it is desirable to start corrective action soon 
on this land and water-use problem.” 

“* * * Settlement of these problems is urgently needed * * * and appropri- 
ate steps for solution should be initiated without delay.” 

It is understood that this matter has been under consideration from time to 
time within the Department since 1953. However, over 5 years have now elapsed 
since the Colorado River Board first called this mattet to the attention of the 
Secretary of the Interior and still no action has been taken. 

Your interest and assistance in whatever endeavors you may deem appro- 
priate to secure an early decision and effective remedial action by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior will be greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 
CoLorADO RIVER BOARD oF CALIFORNIA, 
By RayMonp Matruew, Chief Engineer. 


LIST OF ATTACHED LETTERS 


March 12, 1952: Franklin Thomas, chairman, Colorado River Board, to Sec- 
retary of Interior. 

April 7, 1952: G. W. Lineweaver, Acting Commissioner, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, to Franklin Thomas. 

April 23, 1952: Franklin Thomas to G. W. Lincweaver. 

May 8, 1952: G. W. Lineweaver to Franklin Thomas. 

July 15, 1952: Raymond Matthew, Chief Engineer, Colorado River Board, to 
BE. A. Moritz, regional director, Region III, Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder 
City, Nev. 

July 18, 1952: B. A. Moritz to Colorado River Board, attention Raymond 
Matthew. 

July 22, 1952: G. W. Lineweaver to Franklin Thomas. 

May 19, 1953: G. W. Lineweaver to Raymond Matthew, with enclosures as 
follows: Letter, Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary, Water and Power, De- 
partment of Interior, to Gov. Howard Pyle of Arizona, dated May 14, 1953; 
letter, Gov. Howard Pyle to Douglas McKay, Secretary of Interior, dated April 
27, 1953. 

July 1, 1953: Raymond Matthew to G. W. Lineweaver. 

July 10, 1953: G. W. Lineweaver to Raymond Matthew. 
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February 25, 1954: Raymond Matthew to Ralph A. Tudor, Under Secretary, 
Department of Interior. 
March 8, 1954: Ralph A. Tudor to Raymond Matthew. 
Marcu 12, 1952. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Interior Department Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: Press reports in recent months indicate that efforts are being made 
in Arizona to develop irrigation projects for use of water from the Colorado 
River without secretarial contracts for delivery of water from Lake Mead under 
section 5 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 

In our view: (1) All normal flow of the Colorado River has long been over- 
appropriated; (2) accordingly any new projects can only be developed by use 
of water stored in Lake Mead; (3) such use can only be made under secretarial 
contracts required by section 5; (4) the stored water in Lake Mead permanently 
available for use in the lower basin of the Colorado River is already over- 
committed. 

It appearing that the proposed new uses are unlawful under section 5, we 
suggest that it is your function to prevent them from being made. 

We further respectfully request that, should any application be made to you 
for a contract for such new uses in Arizona, you kindly notify us and give us 
opportunity to be heard before any such contract is made. 

Very truly yours, 
CoLtorApo River Boarp or CALIFORNIA, 
By FRANKLIN THOMAS, 
Chairman and Ex Officio Colorado River Commissioner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 7, 1952. 
Mr. FRANKLIN THOMAS, 
Chairman and Ex Officio Colorado River Commissioner, Colorado River 
Board of California, Los Angeles, Calif. 


My Dear Mr. THOMAS: We wish to acknowledge receipts of your letter of 
March 12, 1952, addressed to the Secretary of the Interior, concerning the 
Boulder Canyon Act and use of Colorado River water in Arizona. 

While your letter does not disclose specific situations with which the Colorado 
River Board of California is concerned, your attention is invited to the contract 
of February 9, 1944, with the State of Arizona made under the provisions of 
section 5 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act concerning utilization in Arizona 
of specified Colorado River water. 

We wish to reassure the Colorado River Board that full consideration will 
be given to their views, as well as the views of all other interested parties, con- 
cerning uses of Colorado River water. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 


Mr. GoopricH LINEWEAVER, 
Assistant Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Interior Department Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: Reference is made to my letter to the Secretary of Interior dated 
March 12, 1952, and your reply of April 7, 1952. Amplifying my letter, we are 
informed that steps are underway for development of a 20,000-acre project in 
the Mohave Valley, opposite Needles, Calif., and that Colorado River water is 
being used by persons in the Cibola Valley, Ariz., and that squatters or title 
holders are at work developing land for izrigation sporadically between the 
lower Mexican boundary and Fort Mohave. , 

As you are aware, the Arizona State water contract of February 9, 1944, 
mentioned in your letter, is not a contract for delivery of water stored in Lake 
Mead to anyone in particular. No individual or organization in Arizona is 
entitled to receive water by reason of that contract. You are undoubtedly 
familiar with article 7 (1) of the contract, which reads: 

“Deliveries of water hereunder shall be made for use within Arizona to such 
individuals, irrigation districts, corporations, or political subdivisions therein 
of Arizona as may contract therefor with the Secretary, * * *.” 


20944—58——_7 
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You are also familiar with the last sentence of the first paragraph of section 
5 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, which reads: 

“No person shall have or be entitled to have the use for any purpose of the 
water stored as aforesaid except by contract made as herein stated.” 

It is assumed that the recent execution of the Wellton-Mohawk project con- 
tract was required by reason of the foregoing provisions. 

You are also familiar with article 11 of the contract executed between the 
Secretary and the Imperial Irrigation District, dated March 4, 1952, which 
reads: 

“The United States, acting through the Secretary, shall continue to have con- 
trol of the Colorado River for the purpose of carrying out the functions dele- 
gated to him by the Boulder Canyon Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 
1057), the Colorado River Front Work and Levee System Act of June 28, 1946 
(58 Stat. 150, 157), and the Mexican Water Treaty.” 
and with the portion of article 5 of the same contract, which refers to operation 
and maintenance by the district of certain works being under the supervision 
and control of the Secretary “to insure that all diversions are made in accord 
with master schedules.” 

It is not apparent how diversions from the river can be consolidated into 
master schedules if water may be diverted for lands which are not under con- 
tract by which permissible diversions are defined. 

In view of the foregoing, is it not the duty of the Secretary to investigate uses 
of water being made along the lower Colorado River and, if they are found 
unlawful because no contract has been made with the user, to prevent such 
uses? 

Very truly yours, 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
By FRANKLIN THOMAS, 
Chairman and Ex Officio Colorado River Commissioner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 8, 1952. 
Mr. FRANKLIN THOMAS, 
Colorado River Board of California, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. Tuomas: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of April 
23, pointing up certain areas along the Colorado River in Arizona where, accord- 
ing to the information of your board, unlawful uses of Colorado River water are 
being made or planned. 

The Bureau’s regional director at Boulder City has been requested to consider 
the comments contained in your letter. On receipt of his views, I will be pleased 
to make further reply to your inquiry. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Assistant Commissioner. 


JULY 15, 1952. 
Mr. E. A. Moritz, 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Region III, Boulder City, Nev. 

Dear Mr. Morirz: Reference is made to the correspondence between the 
chairman of this board and the Secretary of the Interior and Assistant Com- 
missioner Lineweaver, including letter to the Secretary dated March 12, and 
letter to Assistant Commissioner Lineweaver dated April 23, concerning the 
uses Or proposed uses of Colorado River water below Hoover Dam in relation 
to the Boulder Canyon Project Act. Copies of these letters were sent to you. 

On May 8, Assistant Commissioner Lineweaver wrote the chairman of this 
board stating that he had referred the matter to you for study and report. 
On the occasion of my conference with you in Boulder City on May 31, you 
informed me that the matter was under investigation. 
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It would be greatly appreciated if you would advise this offite at your early 
convenience as to the progress of the investigations which have been under- 
taken in response to the letters referred to and when a report thereon may 
be expected. 

Very truly yours, 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
RAYMOND MATTHEW, Chief Engineer. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, Reeton III, 
Boulder City, Nev., July 18, 19852. 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
(Attention: Mr. Raymond Matthew.) 

GENTLEMEN: I have your letter of July 15, 1952, in which you inquire con- 
cerning a report requested of us by Assistant Commissioner Lineweaver on 
uses Or proposed uses of Colorado River water below Hoover Dam. 

That report was completed and forwarded to our Commissioner some time 
ago. By copy of this letter, and of yours of July 15, I am reminding him of 
your concern in the matter. 

Yours very truly, 
E. A. Mortirz, Regional Director. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 22, 1952. 
Mr. FRANKLIN THOMAS, 
Chairman, Colorado River Board of California, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. THomAs: This is in further answer to your letter of April 23, 
1952. 

We have been advised by our regional director in Boulder City of several 
movements toward development of private lands along the Colorado River, both 
in Arizona and California. We have also been advised by him that there are 
various squatters on Reclamation-withdrawn land and others in the two States 
who are diverting water without benefit of contract. Our regional office at 
Boulder City is keeping informed of these diversions so far as it is practicable 
to do so. The problems of squatters has long been an annoying one and a 
solution is being sought through studies being made by the Lower Colorado 
River Land-Use Committee, a subcommittee of the Colorado River Great Basin 
Committee. Consideration is being given to extending these studies to cover 
also a detailed survey of all uses of water along the main stem and on both 
shores of the Colorado River in the lower basin. 

A solution to the problems relating to the use of noncontract water on lands 
along the Colorado River in the lower basin is complicated by the fact that 
surplus water is physically available in the river at the present time and will 
be until users, particularly in the upper basin, place the water to beneficial 
use under their legal entitlements. It is also complicated by the absence of an 
agreement for the division of the waters apportioned to the Lower Basin States 
by the Colorado River compact and by the controversy over the interpretation of 
certain features of related documents. 

Many of the small developments along the river are provided water by pump- 
ing from wells. Prevention or control of such pumping on private land would 
present a very complex problem. The sum of all the noncontract diversions at 
the present time is relatively insignificant in view of the large amounts of 
water now wasting into the Gulf of California. Furthermore, the amounts are 
so small in comparison with the variation of allowances from day to day, 
week to week, and month to month to account for changes in evaporation and 
other losses downstream, as to be negligible in their effect on scheduled releases 
from Hoover Dam. 

The large development being promoted in Mohave Valley, Ariz., which you 
specifically refer to is known as the Mohave Valley Farms. Included in the 
potential development, I understand, are lands of the Cotton Land Co., and 
of the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation. Our present understanding is that 
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the promoters of the enterprise have obtained a 10-year lease, with the option 
to buy certain lands of the Cotton Land Co., and have obtained a 10-year lease 
on 11,000 acres of land in the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation. At the end 
of 10 years the Indian lands would revert to the Fort Mohave Tribe for dis- 
position to individual members in farming units. Application has been made 
to the State of Arizona, we are told, to cover diversion of water to land outside 
of the Indian reservation. No action has been taken on that application and 
no water has yet been diverted to these lands. 

At the present time, no one having established rights to the delivery of stored 
water has advised us of damage arising from diversions by persons who do not 
hold contracts with the United States. In view of this and of the other facts 
stated above, I believe it somewhat premature to decide whether, if and when 
injury occurs, the United States should, through its Attorney General, attempt 
to prevent the unlawful diversion or whether, assuming that the Government 
itself is not injured, vindication of the law should be left to the injured party 
or parties. 

Our regional director at Boulder City, Nev., will, I am sure, be glad to discuss 
the problems mentioned in your letter of April 23 if you believe it worth pursuing 
the matter further. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINBWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 19, 1958. 
Mr. RayMOND MATTHEW, 
Chief Engineer, Colorado River Boand of California, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. Mattruew: This is a followup of our conversation several weeks 
ago relating to the use of Colorado River water. 

I recently received a copy of Governor Pyle’s letter of April 27 to the Secretary 
of the Interior. I am attaching a copy of that letter and the response thereto 
dated May 14 from Assistant Secretary Aandahl. 

I believe that this exchange of correspondence will clarify both the position 
of the State of Arizona and of this Department concerning the matter of addi- 
tional contracts with the Federal Government during the pendency of the litiga- 
tion styled Arizona v. California. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Assistant Commissioner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1958. 
Hon. Howarp PYLE, 
Governor of Arizona, 
State House, Phoeniza, Ariz. 


My Dear GOVERNOR PYLE: I have read your letter of April 27 to Secretary 
McKay with much interest. Your comments and views respecting the handling, 
during the pendency before the Supreme Court of the case of Arizona v. Cali- 
fornia, of applications for additional contracts to divert and use the Arizona 
water from the Colorado River has been particularly noted. Both Assistant 
Commissioner Lineweaver, of the Bureau of Reclamation, and I were pleased 
to have the opportunity to discuss this matter with you during your recent stay 
in Washington. 

You asked that we consider your letter “an official request that no further 
contracts be entered into between the United States and those seeking to use 
Colorado River water until such time as the United States Supreme Court has 
determined Arizona’s rights to the waters of this stream.” There was excepted 
from this request only the contract between the United States and the North 
Gila Valley Irrigation District which is now pending. 
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In accordance with your request, please be advised that, with the exception 
just noted and a like exception for the lands situated on the Yuma Mesa for 
which the principal works have been constructed, this Department does not 
contemplate entering into any further contracts with respect to the diversion 
and use of Hoover Dam water during the pendency of the litigation. I will 
appreciate it if you will make copies of this letter available to all officials of 
the State of Arizona who may be concerned with its contents. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary, Water and Power. 


OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
State House, Phoenia, Ariz., April 27, 1958. 
Hon. Doueitas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: My attention has been called to the fact that your 
office has received applications for contracts under which water from the main 
stream of the Colorado River would be diverted for the development of irrigable 
lands in Mohave County, Ariz. 

It is understood that these applications are based on permits issued by the 
State Land Department of Arizona. They allow for the appropriation of water 
under the Arizona State Water Code subject to the availability of water and the 
terms of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, the Colorado River compact and the 
contract between the United States and the State of Arizona dated February 9, 
1944. 

The implications of this set of circumstances have produced an important 
series of letters, copies of which are enclosed. The key thought expressed is one 
of apprehension and consternation over the possibility that the Department of 
Interior will enter into contracts allowing additional Colorado River diversions 
at this time. 

It is vital that all concerned in this matter be alert to the fact that the State of 
Arizona has filed an original action with the Supreme Court of the United States 
seeking an interpretation and determination of the rights of the State of Arizona 
and its citizens in and to the waters of the Colorado River. This action seeks to 
clarify the terms of the Boulder Canyon Act of December 21, 1928, the Colorado 
River compact and the contract between the United States and the State of 
Arizona dated February 9, 1944. 

It is my feeling that until such time as a decision is rendered in this case by 
the United States Supreme Court that no contracts should be entered into by the 
United States and private appropriators because of the possible effect such con- 
tracts might have on established existing rights, particularly those of the Yuma 
Valley, the Wellton-Mohawk project, the Parker Indian Reservation, the Unit B 
Irrigation and Drainage District, the North Gila Valley Irrigation District, and 
others located along the Colorado River. 

It will be appreciated if you will consider this letter as an official request that 
no further contracts be entered into between the United States and those seeking 
to use Colorado River water until such time as the United States Supreme Court 
has determined Arizona’s rights to the waters of this stream. 

Please do not construe this request as applying to the contract that has been 
negotiated but not executed between the United States and the North Gila 
Valley Irrigation District. This particular contract is to take the place of the 
existing one which was entered into in 1918. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD PYLE, Governor. 


Notre.—The following letters were enclosed with the attached letter : 

Letter dated February 25, 1953, from W. W. Lane, commissioner, State Land 
Department, State of Arizona, Phoenix, Ariz., to Regional Director Nielsen. 

Letter dated March 30, 1953, from Howard J. Smith, Phoenix, Ariz., to 
Regional Director Nielsen. 

Letter dated April 7, 1953, from Regional Director Nielsen to Howard J. Smith, 
Phoenix, Ariz. 

Letter dated April 14, 1953, from Raymond Matthew, chief engineer, Colorado 
River Board of California, 315 South Broadway, Los Angeles, to W. W. Lane, 
State land commissioner, Phoenix, Ariz. 
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CoLoRADO River BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 


July 1, 1998. 
Mr. G. W. LINEWEAVER, 


Assistant Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of Interior, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. LINEWEAVER: Your letter of May 19, 1953, enclosing copies of 
correspondence of Governor Pyle and Assistant Secretary Aandahl was received 
and considered by the Colorado River Board of California. Your courtesy in 
forwarding to us the copies of this correspondence is appreciated. The Colorado 
River Board is gratified to note that the Department of Interior will enter into 
no further contracts with respect to the diversion and use of Lake Mead water 
during the pendency of the litigation, Arizona v. California, et al. 

This policy, as you know, accords with the views of the Colorado River board 
Stated in its letter of March 12, 1952. As therein noted, all normal flow of 
the Colorado River has long been overappropriated and further, the stored 
water in Lake Mead permanently available for use in the lower basin of the 
Colorado River system, is already overcommitted. Accordingly, uses now being 
made without secretarial contract do not conform to section 5 of the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act. 

It was suggested in previous letters of March 12 and April 23, 1952, that it 
was the duty of the Secretary of the Interior under the provisions of the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act to investigate uses of water being made along 
the lower Colorado River and, if found unlawful because no contract has been 
made with the user, to prevent such uses. In your reply by letter of July 22, 
1952, you questioned the propriety of attempting to prevent such unlawful 
diversions at that time. 

It is understood from conversations which I had with you and Mr. Fisher 
in March and more recently in June this year, and that any proceedings looking 
to enjoining unlawful uses would be difficult to sustain at this time in view of 
the large amount of unused water now flowing in the river and the inability 
to show damage. In this connection it is desired to bring to your attention 
again the fact that the United States has undertaken the responsibility of 
operating the river to insure that all diversions are made in accord with master 
schedules, including deliveries not only to users in the United States pursuant 
to contracts under the Project Act, but also deliveries to Mexico under the 
Mexican water treaty. As referred to in our letter of April 23, 1952, it is not 
apparent how diversions from the river can be consolidated into master sched- 
ules if water may be diverted for lands which are not under contract and 
without knowledge as to the amounts of water being withdrawn. It seems 
apparent that close control of the riverflow, which is particularly important 
under conditions such as prevail this year of water shortage, is impossible with 
such unauthorized diversions of unknown quantity. 

As a matter of fact, information reported to this office is to the effect that 
the Bureau of Reclamation is finding it impossible to closely regulate the river 
this year and that as a consequence a substantial amount of water is being 
wasted; which should be held in storage, in order to insure deliveries at the 
lower end of the river. It appears that this is due mostly, if not entirely, to 
the lack of knowledge as to the unauthorized diversions now taking place in 
increasing amount. Accordingly, it would seem that the interest of the United 
States are being adversely affected by these unauthorized and unlawful diver- 
sions to the extent that consideration should again be given to some proper 
form of possible injunction or declaratory relief proceedings. 

As pointed out in our letters a year ago and in more recent conversations 
this year, it is a well-known fact that lands are being rapidly developed to 
irrigation, and water is being unlawfully diverted and used from the Colorado 
River, that is without the required contract under the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act, on lands in the Mohave Valley, Cibola Valley, and several areas in the 
vicinity of Yuma extending from Laguna Dam to the Arizona-Mexican border. 
All of these lands are outside any organized irrigation districts or projects. The 
developments are of substantial magnitude already and progressively increasing. 
Large investments are being made by private individuals and companies. Some 
of the lands are privately owned but much of the new developments already 
made and still underway are on the Federal public domain which individuals 
and companies are occupying and developing as squatters. 

It appears the Secretary of Interior will be derelict in his duty unless some 


effective action is taken without delay to take care of this situation. In addi- 
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tion to the large investments which are being made apparently under sufferance 
of the United States, claims of implied water right could be assumed and may 
in the future be asserted by these entities resulting in new problems and 
controversies with respect to the available water supply which is already 
overcommitted. 

It is respectfully suggested, therefore, that at the very least the Seeretary 
of the Interior acting if necessary through the Department of Justice, should 
promptly serve notice on all unauthorized diverters and users of Colorado River 
water on the lower Colorado River below Hoover Dam advising them that 
they are diverting and using water unlawfully and by sufferance and that no 
permanent rights shall attach thereto. This is in addition to the previous sug- 
gestion that further consideration be given to the desirability or necessity of 
seeking injunctive or declaratory relief in order to properly meet this situation. 

Very truly yours, 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 
By RayMmonp Matruew, Chief Engineer. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 


Washington, D.C., July 10, 1958. 
Mr. RAYMOND MATTHEW, 


Chief Engineer, Colorado River Board of California, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. MatrHew: Thank you for your letter of July 1. 

Certainly, the matter of unauthorized diversions from the Colorado is one 
of concern to the Bureau. Now, as in our past conversations, I fully recognize 
the responsibility placed in the Department and in turn this Bureau to see that 
irrigation schedules are met and operational requirements on the river at and 
below Hoover Dam, are carried out to the end of accomplishing maximum con- 
servation. 

As I understand Mr. Fisher indicated to you during your recent visit, it is our 
plan to bring together promptly sufficient information concerning the lands both 
public and private for which unauthorized diversions are involved, reasonable 
estimates of the quantities of water being so diverted, and by whom. As soon 
as this factual information is available, we shall make appropriate recommenda- 
tions to the Department dealing with this problem. 

Again, I express my appreciation for your interest in these problems and 
the opportunity of discussing them with you. 

Sincerely yours, 


G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
issistant Commisstoner. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
CoLoRADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA, 


Los Angeles, Calif., February 25, 1954. 
Mr. Ratpu A. Tupor, 


Under Secretary of the Interior, 
Interior Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Tupor: On the occasion of my visit with you in January, I called 


to your attention the problem on the lower Colorado River regarding unlawful 
uses of water involving in some cases also squatters on the public domain. It is 
desired to inform you further in regard to this problem and to request that 
some appropriate action be taken at an early date. 

The situation with respect to unlawful uses of water on the lower Colorado 
River was first brought to the attention of the Secretary of the Interior by 
letter of March 12, 1952, from the chairman of the Colorado River Board of 
California. This communication was referred to the Bureau of Reclamation 


which made some preliminary investigation of the problem and advised the 
chairman of the board by letter of July 22, 1952, that it believed it would be 
somewhat premature to take any action in the matter at that time. 
However, it became evident by the end of 1952 that the problem was increas- 
ing in magnitude, with Many new developments underway. Accordingly, the 
matter was again taken up with Mr. G. W. Lineweaver, Assistant Commissioner, 
and Mr. Edward W. Fisher, Chief Counsel, Bureau of Reclamation, in January 











100 LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROBLEMS 


1953. As a result the regional office of the Bureau of Reclamation at Boulder 
City, Nev., was directed to make a comprehensive survey of the unlawful di- 
versions. Copies of pertinent correspondence during 1953 are enclosed for 
your ready reference and information. Your attention is particularly directed 
to letter to Mr. Lineweaver, dated July 1, 1953, which summarizes the views 
of the board. 

Subsequently in October 1953, on again conferring with Messrs. Lineweaver 
and Fisher, I was informed that the report from the regional office had been 
received and had been referred to higher authority for policy decision. I again 
conferred with Messrs. Lineweaver and Fisher as to the status of the matter, 
following my conference with you in January. I was informed that additional 
information had been requested and had been supplied; and that the entire 
matter had been again referred to higher authority for policy decision. 

It appears to be generally recognized by all parties concerned that this prob- 
lem of unlawful uses of water on the lower Colorado River is already a serious 
one and increasingly so as time goes on. The situation calls for some effective 
action to be taken without delay. 

The Colorado River Board of California urges that a decision be reached on 
a declaration of policy and that appropriate action be taken by the Secretary 
of the Interior with respect to this problem as soon as practicable. It is further 
requested that the board be advised of the decision made and action taken or to 
be taken. 

It is hoped that you will be able to lend your assistance to the end that an 
early decision may be reached and acted upon to effectively meet this problem. 

Very truly yours, 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA. 
By RayMoNnD MATTHEW, Chief Engineer. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C., March 8, 1954. 
RAYMOND MATTHEW, 


Chief Engineer, Colorado River Board of California, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Dear Mn. Matrnew: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of February 


25 and enclosures relative to the unlawful uses of water on the lower Colorado 
River. 


The Department recognizes that a serious problem exists on this section of 
the Colorado and is presently studying several suggested remedial actions. 

You may be assured that all interested parties will be kept informed of any 
action taken. 


Sincerely yours, 
RaA.pu A. Tupor, Under Secretary. 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Matthew, in listening to your testimony, you 
stated that the Colorado River is already overcommitted and that, 
therefore, any water taken out of the river has to come out of the stored 
water of Lake Mead, and that water can only be taken under contract 
with the Secretary of the Interior; that, therefore, these people who 
are taking water out of the river are taking water stored at Sale Mead 
and without the necessary contract for that purpose. 

Mr. Matrnew. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Therefore, as a consequence, the Secretary of the 
Interior has a clear legal duty to stop that use of water. Is that a 
correct statement of your position ? 

Mr. Martrnew. Yes; that would seem to be the clear case. 

The Cuarrman. That would mean, then, that no further legislative 
act by the Congress is necessary in this instance, that is, there is a 
legal basis now for stopping what is going on, and we do not have to 
pass any laws in order to take care of that situation. Is that right? 


Mr. Matrnew. That is correct. And we do not think there is any 
question about it. 
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The Cuarrman. Somebody has to get the bull back there in the In- 
terior Department to fight; is that right? 

Mr. Marruew. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. And you want us to wave a red flag at him and get 
him out into the arena and fighting over this water; is that right? 

Mr. Marruew. Yes. I would think this committee would be ex- 
tremely interested in seeing to it that the law the Congress passed in 
1928 was adhered to. 

The Cuatrman. Yes; we have a responsibility to oversee the ad- 
ministration of the laws passed by Congress. But we cannot always 
make a member of the executive branch act when he refuses to act. 
Which brings me to the next thing—although we can create a great 
rumpus and point our fingers at him and denounce him, in the final 
analysis it is up to him to take the action. 

Let us assume after all of the pointing and viewing with alarm 
that the Secretary of the Interior does not do anything. That brings 
me to the next point. Do you not believe that you would have the 
right to a mandamus action against the Secretary of the Interior to 
require him to perform his clear duty / 

Mr. Marruew. Mr. Engle, our attorneys have looked into that, and 
they seem to feel it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to 
‘“urry out a mandamus action in this matter. 

The Cuarmeman. You think perhaps there is enough discretion in 
the case so that a mandamus action would not lie? 

Mr. Marrnew. That is right. 

The Crarreman. Let me ask you this further question: 

Inasmuch as all of the water is committed, that means that there 
are other beneficiaries of that water whose rights are being impaired 
by these illegal uses. Now is it not possible, then, for the Colorado 
River people, that is, one of the constituent agencies along the Colo- 
rado River, to bring a suit to stop this illegal use of water inasmuch 
as third-party rights are being imperiled 

Mr. Marrnew. That is a legal matter. I am sorry I would not 
he able to offer an opmion, Mr. Chairman. It is something that 
might be pursued. 

Of course, I would like to point out in that connection, from the 
testimony that Mr. Moeur gave yesterday, it appears that Mr. Aan- 
: thl’s concern is about unified views on behalf of both Arizona and 

California, and Arizona feels the same way about this unlawful use 
of water as California does. So that hurdle would have been over- 
come. 

We never at any time tried to tell the Secretary of the Interior 
what he should do. We told him that was up to him. We thought 
at the very least he should put these people on notice, because here 
is a situation growing up where improvements are going in, large 
investments are being made, and these unlawful users of water may 
come along and claim that they have acquired some prescriptive 
rights. 

The CHarrMan. They claim a moral right if nothing more. 

Mr. Matrruew. That is right. So it is a situation that the longer 
it extends—there are unlawful uses of water down below Yuma, from 
Yuma down to the border, which I think have been going on there 
from perhaps 15 to 20 years. There they have permanent homes and 
utilities and improvements in. Whether those people own the land 
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or what the status of the land is I do not know. We have not been 
particularly concerned in that angle. That is a Government propo- 
sition. But we are concerned in the water. 

The CuHarrman. It seems to me, with all of these great public 
agencies involved in this water business who hire lawyers by the year- 
and there have been at least 20 lawyers making a living, and a good 
living, as long as I can remember out of the water fights on the 
Colorado—that you ought to be able to stir up a lawsuit somewhere in 
this picture and at least } put somebody on notice. 

Are there any questions / 

Mr. Upatn. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upaux. Mr. Matthew, I am not sure I understand the tenor of 
your testimony, what you consider the paramount thing as between the 
Indian lease problem of, as you would say, illegal uses and of the 
trespass-squatter and other problems of illegal uses. Which is the 
more important at the moment as far as you and your people are 
concerned ? 

Mr. Marruew. My testimony relates entirely to the matter of un- 
lawful use of water along the river. 

Mr. Upatu. But there are two things under that heading, are there 
not, in your mind ? 

Mr. Marrinew. This correspondence has nothing to do with the 
Parker lease whatsoever. As far as the Parker lease is concerned, the 
assistant attorney general of California did concur with the protest 
entered by the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission this year. But 
this particular testimony that I am giving, and this correspondence, 
has nothing to do with the Parker lease. 

Mr. Upatu. But you asserted here this morning essentially the same 
position as Mr. Moeur did, that all water that comes out of the dam 
under the Boulder Canyon Project Act, if there is no contract, is an 
illegal use. You asserted that a moment ago, did you not ? 

Mr. Marrnew. Yes. 

Mr. Upatu. Essentially. 

Mr. Marrnew. Yes, it is unauthorized use. 

Mr. Upauu. Considering the fact that, as far as this Indian reserva- 
tion is concerned, the United States and the Secretary of the Interior, 
as the office of the United States, is proprietary trustee of that land, is 
it not really just a quibble to say he ought to contract with himself with 
regard to the use of water for that particular area ¢ 

Mr. Marrnew. You are getting into legal ee as far as the 
Parker Indian Reservation is concerned, and, as I say, this correspond- 
ence has no relation to this Parker matter. It had to do with un- 
authorized uses of water in other areas—the Mohave-Cibola areas 
down around Yuma and so on. The Parker matter is an entirely 
different thing, and, as to their status of legal rights to water, I am 
unable to answer that question. 

Mr. Upati. Apparently no one is able to give us any answer that is 
very precise. But the thing I want to diseuss with you just a second is 
this: 

Now the United States Government, for all practical purposes, since 
the Indians have no money, is the proprietor, is the owner of this In- 
dian reservation and of that land. Now in Palo Verde District, your 
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irrigation district, these people have gone ahead and developed the 
land; they have done it in Imperial Valley, they have done it in Yuma. 
The only area that really is not developed is this to the north of us 
here where the United States Government is the proprietor. It seems 
to me the Indian people and the citizens of Arizona in the Parker 
area certainly have the right to feel the Government has not done a 
very good job as proprietor in carrying out its responsibilities. That 
is one picture. 

Another picture is that in these other areas on the river, both above 
and below, the United States Government always has not done a very 
good job—I think you and I could agree on that—of carrying out its 
responsibilities to see that illegal uses by squatter trespassers and all 
these other things are restricted. 

It would seem to me that perhaps the paramount thing, if we want 
to get the Government doing its duty in both instances, would be for 
them to crack down on the illegal uses of these other people, trespassers 
and so on, and the water that was saved thereby might be very well put 
to use in discharging its responsibility to develop the Indian reserva- 
tion land. 

Does that sound illogical to you? I would like your comment on it. 

Mr. Matrnew. I am sure I could not comment with regard to the 
Parker Indian Reservation. I will say this, that any water that can 
be saved along the river here is required to meet the present contract 
commitments. It may be that Parker Indian Reservation has an 
appropriative right. I do not know. But when this water is allowed 
he used for noncontract users, it is taking water away from those 
where commitments have already been made under the secretarial con- 
tracts under the Boulder Canyon Project Act. If it is allowed to con- 
tinue, it is going to be very, very serious. I think it is serious already. 
Wedo. 

Mr. Upatt. I just wanted to show with you some of my thinking, 
and I hope you will give some serious thought at least to the general 
proposition I was trying to express. 

Mr. Matrnew. Surely. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sayxor. I yield to the gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Matthew, I find myself very much in agreement with the state- 
ment you have made in practically all respects, and also I was in 
agreement with the statement made by Mr. Moeur yesterday. 

It seems to me that one of the matters which is in the background of 
all of this and which has not been brought to the fore too much— 
although Senator Goldwater touched on it yesterday—is the state of 
the law with reference to water and the Federal Government. In other 
words, what the Federal Government can do to appropriate waters 
utterly disregarding the laws of the States. 

This is true not only of the Indian land but apparently also, after 
the Fallon Dam case, as to other uses on other lands as well. 

I think it is highly possible that, before this case of Arizona versus 
California is over, the two States will find it will be to their interest 
to join to try to prevent what appears to be a predatory attitude upon 
the part of the courts, if not the part of the Federal Government, in 
trying to establish a Federal priority existing over all the water 
without regard to the rights or desires of the States. 
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I will ask you this question : 

I think it is inherent in your testimony, as it was in Mr. Moeur’s, 
that the States of the West ‘believe the waters within those States, and 
in the interstate streams, which run through, should be distributed 
according to the laws of the States, and that this should be true of 
not only © uses on private lands but also of uses on public lands. Is 
that a fair statement of the position of these two States ? 

Mr. Marruew. I am not a lawyer, of course, but I think it is, yes. 
That ismy understanding of the fundamental position. 

Mr. Ruopes. Maybe you mentioned this before, but you will recall 
the correspondence which T have had with you and which you have 
had with the Arizona people on that proposed landing field for geese 
on the Colorado River where the Fish and Wildlife people wanted to 
divert some 35,000 acre-feet of water to flood a marsh for migratory 
geese to land upon. 

Mr. Matruew. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. As I understood your position at that time, and ours, 
we had no particular objection to the use of the water if we knew ex- 
actly how it was to be charged. As to the matter of charging water, 
the Federal Government allowed the Santa Fe compact to be si signed— 
in fact, it was practically a party thereto—which divides the waters of 
this river. There was not anything in the Santa Fe compact which 
provided for any water for Federal uses I know of, and when the Gov- 
ernment comes in and practically preempts water like this for its own 
uses, or when it sits by and allows other people to preempt it cae 
going through the legal processes set forth in the Boulder Canyon 
P roject Act it appears to me it is a very dangerous situation as of ir as 
the law of the West is concerned and as far the water rights of these 
two States are concerned. 

The Cuarrman. Will the gentleman yield for a question / 

Mr. Ruopes. [ will be happy to. 

The CHarMan. Would you like to comment upon who is going 
to put up that water for the 65,000 acres of Indian land? Is that 
coming out of Arizona ? 

Mr. Ruopes. If the gentleman will remember my statement of yes- 
terday, I do not know. I do not know how much, and I do not know 
where it is coming from. 

The CuatrMan. They are on your side of the river. 

Mr. Ruopes. Some of them are and some of them are on the Cali- 
fornia side. 

If it were possible to tell how much water was going to be consumed 
as a result of the operation of this lease, then the problem might solve 
itself. But the State of Arizona and, I think, the State of California 
are in the position of a man who has a bucket with a cover on. He 
knows there is some water in the bucket but does not know how much. 

The Cuarrman. We have a bucket with a hole in the bottom. 

Mr. Ruopes. If that is true, I am going to put my bucket under 
yours. 

The Crarrman. Well, you have been doing that for some time. 

I think it is pretty obvious that, as long as this situation is in a 
state of flux, both as to law and as to quantity of water available, to 
allow too many new uses to spring up along the river, either because 
of voluntary action by the Government or because of violation of the 
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law relating to appropriation of waters, would be very silly. If you 
have got a certain amount of water, you do certain things with it. If 
you have more, you might do other ‘things with it. But you cannot 
tell what to do until you see the whole pattern of your w ater supply, 
and certainly we cannot do that until after this lawsuit is over. 

Mr. Marrnew. I think that is right. 

I would like to repeat again that the river is overcommitted, it is 
overappropr iated—speaking of the lower Colorado River—the water 
budget is completely out of balance. That is the sad thing about it. 
And any of these additional uses that come along are going to inter- 
fere with the picture. 

I want to say this, that going back to the Mexican Treaty fight days 
before the Congress, Commissioner Bashore, at that time ‘the Bureau 
of Reclamation, presented a report in which he stated that, through 
their channel-rectification program from Davis Dam on down to the 
border, they expected to reduce the loss, the natural channel losses, 
by five or six hundred thousand acre-feet. 

That was a very important item in the Mexican Treaty days, and 
a lot of the people in the lower basin here have been depending upon 
that. 

When you do anything to disturb that situation, like this F a and 
Wildlife business, which is not mentioned in the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act or the compacts, it is something that gives us considerable 
concern. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would like to say that 
[ agree with my colleague from Arizona, Mr. Udall, that there is no 
fundamental difference between the position of the members of the 
Arizona delegation and the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission. 
I do not think there is a person in the State of Arizona who does not 
feel that sometime there is going to be water put upon the Parker 
Indian Reservation. It is a matter of timing, a matter of what comes 
first. 

I cannot help but believe until we know the whole picture of water 
within the State of Arizona, and until these Federal laws, or judge- 
made laws, which seem to cast such a doubt over the water sights of 
the West as they have been established are resolved, it ill behooves 
us to start obligating water out of that bucket until we take the lid off. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Sartor. Let me ask Mr. Matthew one question. 

Mr. Matthew, as an engineer, how much water do you estimate is 
involved in illegal use of water below Parker Dam! 

Mr. Marrnew. Well, there is no up-to-date report on it, but it has 
been estimated at around 100,000 acre-feet. It may be more or it may 
be less. That does not sound like an awful lot. We really do not 
know. We do not have any up-to-date report on it. And there are 
plans for additional dev elopments going on every day. 

There was a piece in the newspaper here a month or so ago about 
a new development up in Mohave Valley of 3,000 acres. As long as 
you have high-priced cotton and some other things, it is a very easy 
thing to do. 

Mr. Saytor. The reason I asked that, I noticed yesterday as we 
flew over the area it seemed to me there were fields being leveled, new 
fields being brought into production down here on the river. 
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Mr. Marruew. You are absolutely correct. That is what is going 
on. When we first brought it to the attention of the Secretary it was 
just kind of starting. Six years have gone by now, and it has just 
trebled or quadr upled. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Mercatr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have only one line of questions on which I am in doubt. 

From your testimony, Mr. Matthew, I think vou have clearly made 
the point that you are opposed to illegal use, unauthorized use, of 
water for agricultural purposes. When you were discussing use for 
recreational purposes you suggested it was a minor use, that not very 
much water was being used, and that essentially for domestic pur- 
poses, which would be use of a higher priority. What is your posi- 
tion on the use of water for domestic purposes by those people who 
are squatters on that recreational area ? 

Mr. MartrHew. In answer to that, Mr. Metcalf, I would say this: 

We would like to meet the thing as it comes along, you might say, 
on an individual basis. In other words, to know how much water 
is involved, judge it on that basis. 

Now the California Division of Beaches and Parks have a proposed 
development down the lower river here at a place called Picachov 
between the end of the Palo Verde Irrigation District and Imperial 
Dam. It is going to be used for camping, fishing, and stuff like that, 
not wildlife refuge. Their estimate of the use of water is 200 acre- 
feet a year. We felt that is so nominal, there would be no objection 
to it going ahead. I mean you could not miss that. 

I do not know what the total use of all of these recreational facilities 
would be along the river at this time, but I would be surprised if it 
amounted to more than 1,000 or 2,000 acre-feet. But we would like 
to know. There ought to be an actual survey made to determine what 
these uses are. 

Mr. Mercatr. But you would not be opposed to a nominal use of 
water even by squatters, 1,000 or 1,500 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Matrnew. We have never taken any position with regard to 
squatters. That isa Government problem. 

Mr. Mercarr. But you have taken a position on the agricultural 
use of water because 

Mr. Marruew. That is substantial. 

Mr. Mercarr. Because that is substantial. This other is not? 

Mr. Matruew. That is right. We have not been particularly con- 
cerned in that. 

Mr. Urr. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mercatr. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Urr. Where these recreational developments are put in, such 
as up above Parker and the one the State proposes, would you not say 
that the saving of water by eliminating the transpiration along the 
banks and gullies and so forth, and salt trees, would more than offset 
the amount that is actually put to beneficial consumptive use ? 

Mr. Marruew. I do not think you could generalize on that, Mr. Utt. 
It depends upon conditions at that particular site. But I would also 
like to say this, expressing my own opinion, that, regardless of whether 
any water is saved—I mean a reduction in any loss—the water that 
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‘would be saved thereby is needed to meet the commitments that have 
already been made. So that, generally speaking, we would be con- 
cerned in any additional use of water that is unauthorized. But, as 
I say, on this recreational business I think it is going to be so small 
it will not be of great significance. 

Mr. Urr. ‘That is all. 

Mr. Mercaur. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Judge Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Mr. Matthew, I believe you stated there are 100,- 
000 acre-feet involved in the illegal use. Is that right’ 

Mr. Marruew. Based upon this report here, which is not up to 
date, that would seem to be indicated. 

The Cuarrman. The last one they had was 110,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. CurenowerH. How long has that been going on? 

Mr. Marruew. It has been going on for 

You mean illegal use 4 

Mr. Cuenowetru. Unauthorized use, as you say, taking water with- 
out contract. 

Mr. Marrnew. It has been going on at least ever since the Hoover 
Dam was built, and some of them are quite old. As I say, down 
below Yuma you will find rather permanent developments and im- 
provements. Most of them date from the high price of cotton dur- 
ing the war and so on in the Mohave Valley, the Cibola Valley and 
a large area of the so-called no man’s land down near Yuma. 

Mr. CHenowerH. You have as one of your prime objectives, I know, 
to conserve water and make more water available for California. I 
know that is part of your official duties, and has been over a number of 
years. 

May I make a tactful suggestion in good humor? 

Would you not better devote your time and energies and efforts 
to stopping this illegal use of this water, which you say is over 100,000 
acre-feet a year, rather than consistently opposing our little Frying- 
pan-Arkansas project up in Colorado which involves only 70,000 acre- 
feet? | Laughter. | 

I make that just as a suggestion, with the best of intentions. 

If you really want to save water for California, here is your chance 
right here. 

Mr. Marrnew. We try to be diligent on all matters. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. If you could save 100,000 acre-feet of the water 
they are using illegally down here, instead of worrying about our 
70,000 acre-feet, you would be ahead of the game. I hope you will 
give that a little thought, Mr. Matthew. I am sure you recognize 
where you can save water here, and this situation affects California 
much more than the Frymgpan does. That is the way I see it. 

That is all. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Judge. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Saunv. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Matthew. We ap- 
preciate your statement. 

Mr. Martuew. I appreciate the privilege of appearing before 
the committee. 
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The CHatrman. We have 2 representatives, 1 from the Arizona 
Fish and Game Commission, and 1 from the California Fish and 
Game Commission, Mr. Horn and Mr. Arrington. 

Do you gentlemen have prepared statements ¢ 

Mr. Horn. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Why don’t you both come up and, without objec- 
tion, we will hear both statements and then question the two of you 
together. If there is no objection, that will be the order of the 
committee. 

Mr. Horn, you are recognized first. 


STATEMENT OF EVERETT HORN, CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Horn. My name is Everett Horn, representing the Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game. 

I would like to make one brief statement, and hope we will have 
the privilege of submitting written testimony to you. 

The CuHamman. Wilthout objection, that will be allowed for both. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you. 

Our interest, of course, is in the recreational and fish and wildlife 
side of the river, and from the start of development to the present 
day I would estimate that fully 60 to 75 percent of the wildlife 
habitat on the Colorado River 

The CuarrmMan. May I interrupt? 

Of the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuarrman. Iamsorry. You may proceed. 

Mr. Horn. Our primary interest is in preserving the wildlife and 
recreational values along the Colorado River. From the start of 
development of the river—Hoover Dam—and from Hoover Dam to 
the Gulf of California, I would estimate that from 60 to 75 percent 
of the original wildlife habitat along the river has been destroyed. 

Now it is not possible to replace that lost habitat, and the Coordi- 
nation Act ostensibly does not apply to this river. 

The State of California, through the department of fish and game, 
has been interested in restoring as far as possible the lost habitat. 
That cannot be done, except that we may increase the carrying 
capacity of certain portions of land along the California side of the 
river. In endeavoring to do that, request has been made, and that 
request is still alive, to the Bureau of Reclamation for administrative 
use of certain lands that are under the jurisdiction of the Bureau 
of Reclamation at the present time. 

Request is made for similar use of lands under the jurisdiction 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 

Along the entire reach of the river in California, the only spot 
in which the State could acquire water for ore is some 
approximately 3,000 acres in the southern end of the Palo Verde 
Valley. I think you saw it yesterday on the California side of the 
Cibola Bridge. 

An agreement was made with the Palo Verde Irrigation District 
whereby the State might purchase water for use on those lands, and 
a request was made for the administrative use of them. This was in 
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September 1954. At some later date—I do not know exactly when— 
private individuals developed the land for farming, and that is con- 
tinuing. The State is still keeping alive its request for those lands, 
primarily because those are the only lands upon which we can legally 
get any water along the California side of the river. 

Requests for other lands starting at the northern end of the Federal 
Imperial Waterfowl! Refuge are still alive, going back into the hills to 
take in wildlife values—mountain sheep and deer—along the washes. 

Then north of the Palo Verde weir, at the north end of this dis- 
trict, a stretch of land extending up the river nearly to the southern 
boundary of the Colorado River Indian Reservation. Application 
there is divided between the State division of beaches and parks and 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. While the land 
is developed at present and, I think, comes under the category of un- 
authorized use of water, the State could make no development there, 
should the lands be granted, until there is some application made for 
the small amount of water that would be required for the State devel- 
opment. 

Another program that is held up at the time, pending the outcome 
of this recreational study being made by the National Park Service, 
is one of providing access to the people of California to the California 
side of the river. Out of that so far we have been able to get three 
points of access within the Palo Verde Valley. The funds have been 
allocated. Some 25 spots have been selected in the survey, and prob- 
ably when we boil them all down there would be 15 or, at the most, 20. 
That would provide needed access to people from the coast, California 
metropolitan sections, southern California, who desire and demand to 
get into the river, permit them to use what is already there, and they 
cannot use because they cannot get to it. 

That, rather briefly, is the interest in the program. We are pri- 
marily concerned with saving and restoring and developing this rec- 
reational and fish and wildlife resource that is inherent in the river. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you for the excellent statement, Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Arrington, do you have a statement to make at this time? 

Mr. Arrineton. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF 0. N. ARRINGTON, ARIZONA GAME AND FISH 
DEPARTMENT, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Arrineton. My name is O. N. Arrington, of the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department, out of Phoenix. 

First, I want to say it is most gratifying to our department, to our 
commission, to the sportsmen of Arizona and, I am sure, of California, 
to see the interest that has been evidenced here by you gentlemen in 
the recreational problems along the Colorado River. 

As has Mr. Horn, I have flown, I have walked, and I have driven 
throughout these areas, and have seen the problems develop. It is 
most gratifying to me to hear comments like those of Congressman 
Metcalf and Congressman Saylor regarding the use of the facilities 
that have been provided through river control work by the Nation’s 
public interested in recreation. 
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The Coordination Act, as mentioned by Mr. Horn, has not seen very 
much application, or any application, along the lower Colorado. 

The Cuarrman. When was that act passed { Q 

Mr. Arrineton. 1946. Amended then. 

I do not believe it is your committee, but another congressional 
committee, that is interested in the improvement of this act, which 
we think is a most worthwhile endeavor. We feel this is so impor tant 
for reasons expressed by Congressman Metcalf and others here— 
that everyone thr oughout the country is, after all, paying for the ree- 
lamation work through income tax. Yet, it seems to us that the 
retention of some recreational value is getting further and further 
away from us, and from the great majority of the public, as far as 
the Colorado River is concerned. 

As you flew over the river yesterday, you saw evidence of great 
meanders of the old riverbeds found by Whipple, Sitgreaves, and 
Powell on surveys through here in the 1850's. i rom then on, at least, 
we know that before the river control work came in the river over- 
flowed its banks when the snow melted in the Rockies, and provided a 
form of cultivation of these river meanders and overflow areas which 
resulted in ideal waterfowl! habitat that has been a very important 
segment of the Pacific flyway. You gentlemen from up north— 
Montana, Wyoming, Utah—are seeing to it that in your States there 
are many waterfowl habitat nesting areas being provided to raise 
waterfowl. More and more, all the time, as these birds make their 
annual migratory flights, they find fewer places to stop in Arizona 
and California. They are forced to go on to Mexico, but the water- 
fowl areas down there are being taken over rapidly, a lot of it, of 
course, by interests in the United States. 

So the waterfowl, it seems to us, are being forgotten more and more 
all the time. 

We recognized that condition approaching a number of years ago 
in the Arizona Game Department, as did the California Gants De- 
partment. We thought, as our small contribution, we should try to 
select several areas on the Arizona side where waterfowl habitat 
would be preserved. This we did, as our files show, as far back as 
1938 to 1940. We have since that time been continuously hoping and 
pressing for four areas. The first one is a little north of pag at, 
Mittry Lake. I might say that we have succeeded in developing this 
1,500 acres of brackish, salty water in a worthless old river meander. 
Through the cooperation of the Bureau of Reclamation we were able, 
about 8 years ago, to divert a small 10 second-foot flow into Mittry 
Lake at its upper end, right below Imperial Dam, and out again less 
than a mile away. We called it nonconsumptive, and even the Cali- 
fornia Beer did not mind. 

Mr. Saytor. I want to make a real note of that in the record, be- 
cause that is epoch making. 

Mr. Arrrneton. We thought we were getting along real well, and 
were encouraged. We saw, incidentally, in 4 short months the water, 
something that would not grow any kind of waterfowl foods and had 
nothing in it but a few carp that survived, change and become a rec- 
reational area that provided bass fishin and good waterfowl] habitat. 
We had to declare part of it a refuge Bos ‘ause so many birds wanted 
to stay there throughout the winter. 
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This is one example [indicating a photograph]. We were able, 
with a very small amount of water, nonconsumptive, diverted through 
here and back in again, to change a brackish area being taken over 
by salt cedars and other water-transpiring plants, into something 
the recreational public could enjoy. 

The other three areas we had in mind were Cibola, opposite Palo 
Verde, which you saw when you flew over; the Bill Williams Arm, 
where the Bill Williams River comes in above Parker Dam (a small 
area there we felt we might acquire and develop) ; and some of the 
land north of the Fish and Wildlife Service Topock Marsh Refuge. 
Those are the four areas we had hopes of retaining and improving. 

[ know you cannot all see these pictures from where you sit, but 
maybe when flying somewhere on your trips you might like to look 
through them. 

In addition to the land we acquired above Cibola Lake, which is 
twice as large as Mittry, we had the hope of acquiring jurisdiction 
over some Federal land purchased by the Bureau of Reclamation for 
their reclamation work. 

Here in the picture is Cibola Lake, with the Colorado River to the 
right. Outlined in ink are the areas that the game and fish depart- 
ment has acquired or is attempting to acquire. 

Reading from the picture: 

Looking north across Cibola Lake in the center with its fingers extending 

into an old marsh area, all historically important in the Pacific watérfowl flyway 
Blocked area is Arizona Game and Fish acquired land, or that proposed for 
acquisition. 
Almost all of the balance of the land in the vicinity is under lease 
application by the Arizona Game and Fish Commission from the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. Arrows point to a large canal constructed to 
take unauthorized water from Colorado River for a small amount of 
patented land and a large block of Bureau of Reclamation-owned 
land. In the background is Cibola Valley, much of it in cropland 
using unauthorized water in quantity, although the Department of 
Interior insists that any lease to the commission stipulates that not 
even a well can be drilled to supply water to any of the land we have 
applied for. 

You will notice there are about 4 miles of riverfront on our pur- 
chased land that we hope to retain as a recreational area, and the 
balance of the area down in these old slough fingers at the upper end 
of Cibola Lake we hope to retain for waterfowl feeding areas. The 
rest has been put under lease to agricultural operators for dual use. 
The land we do not need they will put into cropland and aid the econ- 
omy of the country. Prior to that, of course, it was all a jungle of 
water-transpiring plants. OnE 

Yet since the time of our lease application, there has been the 
channel constructed that you can.see here [indicating a photograph}. 
In this picture it is much plainer. This is the land we acquired [in- 
dicating]; this is what we are trying to acquire at the upper end of 
Cibola Lake. 

As I have said, this shows the large canal constructed to take un- 
authorized water from the Colorado River for a small amount of 
patented land and a large block of Bureau of Reclamation purchased 
land. And in the background is Cibola Valley, much of which has 
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been cropland using unauthorized water in quantity. But the De- 
partment of the Interior still says any lease we get will not permit 
the use of water on the Federal land for the use of the general public 
in recreational pursuits. 

The Cuatrman. They put the thumbscrews on you? 

Mr. Arrrnetron. And how. 

The CuarrmMan. But these other fellows can get out there with land 
equipment as long as this hall and dig around and take water, and 
no questions are raised ? 

Mr. Arrineron. Let me point out we are not having any quarrel 
with those gentlemen. We only want to be put in the same position 
they are in. Asa State agency, like you congressional delegates, we 
are not able to do as they can do. 

The Cuarmman. You think if anybody should be able to put their 
bucket in the well without any question, you fellows ought to be able 
to do it, too? 

Mr. Arrtneron. That is the point exactly. 

The Cuatrman. Well, [ believe in equality on both sides of the 
river, too. 

Mr. Arrtneron. That is the reason Mr. Horn and I, sitting so close 
together here, agree. 

To extend this just a little farther north on the river we will bypass 
Bill Wiliams Arm. It is a small area and we have no problems 
there, I believe, if we can acquire the land. But above that is the 
‘Topock Marsh area. This is primarily a Fish and Wildlife Service 
project, and has been for a number of years. It is this inlet channel 
indicating on photograph] which Congressman Rhodes mentioned 
a little while ago and about which we have talked to him in the past. 
Although it is a Fish and Wildlife Service project, the Game De- 
partment of Arizona, California, and Nevada, the sportsmen we rep- 
resent, and the recreational interests, are most interested in it, be- 
cause they realize the recreational facility that it will provide. 

This picture, again, if you gentlemen get an opportunity to look 
at it, shows the old Topock Marsh on the left, and the Colorado River 
channelization begun in 1949 on the right. Needles lies 2 miles west 
of the old river bottom meander on the right center, which was for- 
merly called Icehouse Bend or Pelican Bend. Arrows point to old, 
permanent inlet channels from the river into the upper end of what 
was originally known as Powell Lake and, later, as Topock Marsh. 
One of the channels is shown on the original 1905 Government survey 
map. In other words, these channels were there prior to the time 
the dams were constructed and prior to the time the river control work 
went in. 

So we are wanting to point out that this small diversion being re- 
quested by the Fish and Wildlife Service is simply replacing or 
maintaining the old habitat that has been there for centuries, at least 
the last century, according to old surveys. 

Our belief is that water rights, all based on prior use, should 
extend to us on a prior use leas We believe the waterfowl were 
there a long time ago. We feel that the most benficial us should be 
made of the waters of the river and it should be so developed. But 
certainly there should be some mitigation of the damages that have 
been created and are being created to historical waterfowl habitat, 











LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROBLEMS 1138 


and that is where the Coordination Act needs some application along 
the river. 

Proposed channelization for 10 miles south of Topock in Topock 
Gorge will dewater this historically important waterfowl] wintering 
area, leaving it a brackish jungle of salt cedar and other worthless 
growth that transpires over 7 acre-feet. of water per acre per year. 
That has been mentioned before here in this meeting. 

We can take 3 acre-feet out here on the desert and provide good 
agricultural cropland. So it seems quite a waste, for this area would 
certainly return to salt cedar growth. Yet, if permitted to be man- 
aged as a waterfowl area, this growth will not come about. And 
the end we are fully convinced that water will be saved by permit- 
ting this to remain, a portion of it at least, as a water fowl manage- 
ment area rather than all of it being drained out leaving the salt 
cedar stands, which always come in and which all the efforts made 
by various Government agencies have been unable to control. 

So that is the point we would like to make regarding this Fish 
and Wildlife Service project. 

It has been reported that all the way from 100,000 to 130,000 acre- 
feet of water is needed annually by the Fish and Wildlife Service for 
this project but we have a copy of a letter from Assistant Secretary 
At sunadd agreeing that not over 5,000 acre-feet will be actually con- 
sumed. Re sports you may hear will be for 100,000 acre-feet and up. 

The CHarrman. Do you know where Mr. Aandahl is going to get 
that water? 

Mr. Arrincron. That has been discussed here in the last day or two. 

The CHarrman. Yes. It is going to come off California’s share or 
Arizona’s ¢ 

Mr. Arrineton. I will tell you again that I will accept the com- 
ments of other people who have been in this chair. I am not an 
attorney. 

The CHarrmMan. That is a good escape hatch. 

Mr. Arrineron. We have been told that, under the compact, the 
Government lands have a certain right. We have heard that dis- 
cussed here, but I do not presume to let anybody get in my hair on 
that point, because I do not have much left. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Rhodes desires to argue that. point. 

What Mr. Saylor wants to know is, Does every goose have a water 
right / 

Mr. Arrineton. We think they should. Their water rights have 
been through prior use, 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Ruopes. Since my name was mentioned, I had better clarify 
my position. 

As the gentleman knows, I certainly want to see Oe geese have all 
the water “they need to land on. My only point was I do not know 
whose water it is, and until we find out whose a it is, we had 
better be careful about a new beneficial consumptive use. 

Mr. Arrineton. Of course, I see your point. 

The point we have been making—Johnny Rhodes, and Stu Udall, 
and I have discussed this before—in the interim we cannot train these 
geese. They go to Mexico, or down to Imperial Valley and get shot, 
ind we are only trying to take some interim step here. 
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Mr. Sayrvor. I might say to you, if something is not done, you will 
not have to worry about geese next year. 

Mr. Arrincron. We have a couple of ducks we want to save, too. 

Back to Topock again, and then I will stop this dissertation. On 
Topock we come to the situation again where our application to the 
Bureau of Reclamation for some 1,600 acres of their land has been m 
for over 3 years. Again it is said that we cannot drill any wells or 
put any water on it from any source. 

The Government acquired this land recently; a couple of sections 
right above the Topock Marsh. There [indicating on photograph | 
is a picture of the well system on one section of this land. I want 
you to know, gentlemen, that the Government ac quired on May 1, 1952, 
these two sections upon the payment of $82,264.33. It is already be- 
ing cleared and put into cropland without authorization. The De- 
partment of the Interior states that it cannot authorize our lease, which 
we had under application long before this work began, without a stipu- 
lation that no wells can be drilled to supply water on it. So we have 
written to the Fish and Wildlife Service and told them to forget about 
our application under the Coordination Act because, obviously, a 
squatter illegally will be able to put in more goose and duck food than 
we will be able to, because if we get the lease it will go salt cedar as 
the surrounding area has done. So more power to the squatter. 

The CuatrmMan. We will recess for 10 minutes, and then we will 
have questions. 

(A short recess was taken.) 

The Cuatrman. The committee will be in order. 

We will have Mr. Horn and Mr. Arrington back. 

The gentlemen from Montana. 

Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, I want each of these witnesses to 
comment upon the proposed National Park Service plan for the devel- 
opment of recreational facilities in that 12-mile stretch of the river 
about which we heard testimony yesterday. First, I will ask for the 
Arizona side. 

Mr. Arrtneton. That plan, I think, as is generally known, has not 
been approved, if that is the word, by officials of the Department of 
the Interior in Washington. As a result, all information to us from 
the Park Service has been with the comment, “We are not sure what 
is going ho happen yet.” So we have not given it a great amount of 
study. 

I might say they were kind enough to give us a short report and 
maps of the area, and from what we have been able to determine, we 
do feel that their overall program is something that is long past due. 
There must be some order along the river for recreational use and for 
the entire land-use policy, including a solution, in some manner, of this 
squatter problem all along the river, whether agricultural land or 
other land is involved. 

As to the particular area around Parker, we have seen that situation 
develop in Arizona. It has not been our concern except only as a side 
interest. Personally, and not speaking for the fish and game com- 
mission, I think it is a step that must be taken with some arbitration. 
Certainly there are rights that have been morally established there, 
but I think that our limited study of the situation would not call for 
any further comment. It must be worked out, and the quicker the 
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better, not only in the Parker area, but the full length of the river 
to provide for future recreational use for the public in general. 

Mr. Mercatr. Would you agree with the statement that Senator 
Thompson made yesterday that, the squatter problem aside, the pro- 
gram for a 200-foot setback is not the best beneficial use of the recrea- 
tional aspect of that area ? 

Mr. Arrtneron. I do not believe I am qualified to answer that. I 
have not made a sufficient study of it. 

The Cuamman. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. Sayvor. First, Mr. Arrington, I would like to congratulate you, 
as a representative of the State of Arizona, for having had the foresight 
and the planning to set aside four areas in this Pacific flyway, and at 
least making plans to take care of the wildlife in that area. 

Mr. Arrtneron. Thank you. We have not been complimented too 
often, I assure you. 

Mr. Sartor. While we facetiously referred to whether or not a goose 
got a water right, it is certainly sure the geese were here long before we 
were, and if we expect to keep wildlife habitat on this Pacific coast 
we are going to have to make provision for them in some of the places 
along the Colorado River. 

Mr. Arrineton. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. I can assure you on my own behalf that I will be only 
too happy to assist your State and its representatives in seeing that 
these four areas can be set aside. 

Mr. Arrineton. We wholeheartedly thank you and thank you, and, 
many voices in California and Arizona, thank you. 

(Mr. Saylor questions Mr. Horn.) 

Mr. Sayvor. I might say, in view of the way Mr. Arrington and 
Mr. Horn have gotten along, I might recommend it to other officials 
of your two States. I think it might solve a great deal more problems. 
Maybe it would be a good idea if the Fish and Wildlife Service of 
Arizona and California took some of the representatives of the other 
agencies of both sides, clean up to the Federal level, took them hunting 
and fishing, and they might realize just what it is to get together. 

That is all. 

Mr. Ruopes. I want to say I have always gotten along with Mr. 
<ngle, and he is at the Federal level. 

Mr. Harey. That certainly ought to indicate cooperation. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think what you say is true, my good colleague from 
Pennsylvania. The fact these two gentlemen are here and are work- 
ing so well together in this fish and wildlife business portends a lot of 
good for the rest of the relationship between the two States. 

Mr. Horn. I donot think we have any quarrel. 

Mr. Arrineton. Not at all. 

The Cuatmrman. Thank you, gentlemen, very much, for your state- 
ments. 

Mr. Arrinoton. If I could mention the economic value very briefly, 
this figure does not sound like much, but remember Arizona is a baby 
State. Our Arizona Employment Security Commission, bureau of 
economics, has pointed out in a published report that in the next 5 
years there will be a 40-percent increase in the population of Arizona; 
there will be a 1214-percent increase in the agricultural industry em- 
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ployment; from 40,000 people to 45,000 people, a 5,000 increase. But 
in the nonagricultur al a ‘ment there will be a 52 percent increase ; 
152,000 additional people employed. That is in the services, the con- 
struction business, and factories that are coming in. And all of these 
are people who more or less punch the timeclock, the 40-hour-a-week 
people. 

We like to hope we can take care of this increase in population in 
Arizona. I am sure the figures are much more outstanding in Cali- 
fornia. But we hope to take care of them in some manner, and that 
is all we are trying to do recreationwise. 

We think the economic value to come in taking care of these people 
who must find something to do with their off time will represent a lot 
of money going into the tills of the people who are selling the tires, 
the gasoline, and all the things these recreational interests use. 

We have recently made an economic survey of the expenditure of 
hunters and fishermen in Arizona. It is $43 million annually, which 
does not sound like too much money, in this day and age, but ‘by com- 
parison, it is greater in Arizona than the total retail sales in each of 
10 of our 14 counties annually. The hunters and fishermen spend 
annually more than the total retail sales in any of 10 of our 14 counties, 
more than any one of our cities exe ept Phoenix and Tucson. 

So hunting and fishing, gentlemen, is a big business. 

The Cuarman. Thank you for your further st: itement, Mr. Arring- 
ton. 

We have been trying to get to Mr. Harless on the question relating 
to the Indian lands. 

It is the intention of the Chair to adjourn these hearings at 12 o’clock. 
We have some other people to hear, extras who got in here toward the 
last. 

Can you finish your presentation in half an hour ? 

Mr. Haruess. I believe we could. 

The Cuatrman. Do you prefer to call your witnesses ? 

Mr. Harzess. I will make a brief statement, and then let Mr. Homer 
make his statement. 

The CuatrMan. For the record, state your full name and address. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD F. HARLESS, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


Mr. Hartess. My full name is Richard F. Harless, 1410 North Cen- 
tral, Phoenix, Ariz. 

I believe it is best to give you a brief background of the history. 

When Congress authorized the President to create this reservation 
in 1865, the words “for the Indians of the Colorado River and its 
tributaries” were used in the legislation. 

Pursuant to that act, an executive order was made, and a series of 
executive orders followed that, and ultimately the present reservation 
was established. 

In 1869, under President Grant, money was appropriated to start 
an irrigation project on this reservation. For some 75 years the 
Solicitor’s Office rules that the words that were put in the original 
act really did not mean that the Indians outside of this reservation 
had any claim. 

But in 1945 Solicitor General White changed the opinion of the 
Solicitor’s Office and ruled that the Government was holding this land 
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in trust for the Indians of the Colorado and its tributaries; in other 
words, all tribes within the Colorado River Basin. 

After that ruling the tribal council, in conference with the Bureau, 
thinking that they might lose their rights to their reservation, passed 
a resolution known as ordinance No. 5, which authorized the Govern- 
ment to move other Indians on the southern half of the reservation, 
which is known as the southern reserve, and there were contractual 
relationships in consideration of this that the Government would level 
certain lands on the northern reserve. 

Moneys were appropriated, and, of course, some development was 
done. But I want to revert back. There were a series of appropria- 
tions, as was brought out here yesterday, to do development work 
and to increase the irrigation project. In 1939 the Headgate Rock 
Dam was passed, and some $1714 million have been appropriated by 
C ongress to create an irrigation project for this reservation. 

I want to point out that in the hearings and in the report it was 
mentioned there would be 110,000 acres of land irrigated on this 
project. 

It is the contention of the tribe—and I believe we have some support 
from the Government—that that, in effect, was an appropriation of 
money. The Government does not authorize a project and spend 
$1714 million just for idle play. 

After the 1945 incident the tribal council, on advice of their attorney 
contested the right of the Government to carry out his division of the 
reservation. They submitted this resolution to the members of the 
tribe under their charter and had a referendum, and the tribe voted 
it down overwhelmingly. Therefore, a deadlock occurred between 
the Government and the tribe, 

Although some 700 or 800 other Indians moved on to the reservation, 
conflicts occurred. That deadlock caused the Government not to lease 
any more land to the white men. 

Mind you, Congress not appropriating any more money to put this 
land under subjugation, the Bureau leased some 13,000 or 14,000 acres 
of land to non-Indians for 10 years, and at the end of that time this 
developed land would revert to the Indians. Some of that has already 
reverted and some has not yet reverted to the Indians for their use. 

But in 1955 a tribal council committee and myself went te Washing- 
ton, and we conferred with members of your committee and members 
of the Senate. After some 2 weeks and after a Senate hearing, we 
struck a compromise, and that was known as the interim bill, Public 
Law 390. Although the language Senator Goldwater 
filed a bill and Congressman Udall also, but Senator Goldwater’s bill, 
S. 2039, was enacted intolaw. Although it says it authorized the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to lease this land to non-Indians, we submit that, 
in fact, it directed the Secretary of the Interior. 

After some long stalemate of valuable lands and resources belonging 
to the Indians, we were able to get a compromise which, in effect, said 
that the revenues from the north half of the reservation should be used 
under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior; the revenues from 
the south half of the reservation should be returned to the development 
of that portion of the reservation until, as stated in the bill, Congress, 
within 2 years, might decide the title to the land. 

All of our conferences were to the effect that we would submit a bill 
to Congress, to your committee, and the Government and the Indians 
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would submit their program, and ultimately we would get a decision 
within a 2-year period. 

After the enactment and signing of the bill, the Department of 
Justice, having some claims and contesting some claims before the 
Indian Claims Commission, submitted an opinion that, if such legis- 
lation were submitted to the committee, such proposed legislation, they 
would have to object until those claims were decided. Therefore, it 
became useless to try to submit our case to Congress. 

So the 2-year period ran out, and it was at the end of this period 
that this big lease was finally signed. 

There were some reasons for delay. Immediately after enactment 
of the law and the signing of the law by the President in August 1955, 
the tribal council, in conference with Bureau officials, drew up rules 
and regulations, and they were sent to Washington, but the Depart- 
ment in Washington did not approve those rules for, I think, 14 
months. 

So the Bureau here has been unable to start the leasing of any land 
until those rules were approved in Washington. 

In the fall of 1956 the Department released information that land 
was available for lease. There was much talk as to whether or not it 
would be in many small leases or in large leases. At the outset I con- 
tended it should be in small leases, but it appeared—and there was 
good argument—that by leasing in one big lease much of the marginal 
Iand would be put into subjugation that otherwise never would be 
cultivated. 

[ think you know the story. There were 65,000 acres of agricultural 
lands, and some lots in the ce ity, and commercial land around the city 
was leased on the 13th day of August, this year. 

Now it is the contention that the history of this whole project, this 
Indian reservation, takes it out of the scope of a new assignment of 
water. This reservation is entitled to have water the same as Yuma 
Mesa, the Walker-Mohawk project, this project here at Blythe, or 
any other project which has received appropriations for the develop- 
ment of the facilities for irrigation. 

I think Mr. Homer has some comments to make. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question. 

The CuatrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Harry. You were talking about these claims before the Indian 
Claims Commission. 

Mr. Harms. Yes. 

Mr. Harry. Are you the attorney for the tribe in those proceedings ? 

Mr. Hartess. No; Iam not. Charles McPhee Wright, of Tucson, 
is claims attorney. 

Mr. Harry. You would not be in position to state, in your opinion, 
approximately how long it might take to dispose of those? It 
might take years ? 

Mr. Hartess. I am informed that the two claims that are at issue 

are now in position to be considered by the Commission, and the 
C ongress have indicated they will ask the Commission to decide these 
cases out of turn because of the urgency of the situation, and we 
should be able to get a decision within the next 3 or 4 months. 

This is Mr. Pete Homer, chairman of the Colorado River Tribe, 
Parker, Ariz. 

The Cuarrman. We are very glad to hear you, Mr. Homer. 
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STATEMENT OF PETE HOMER, CHAIRMAN, COLORADO RIVER 
INDIAN TRIBAL COUNCIL, PARKER, ARIZ. 


Mr. Homer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to recognize the delega- 
tion from Arizona and members of the committee. 

The Colorado River Indian Reservation was established by the 
act of March 3, 1865 (Stat. L. 559). The original inhabitants of 
this reservation are the Mohaves who have lived and roamed this 
area from time immemorial. Later the Chemehuevis came into the 
picture and are now recognized as one of the original tribes. The 
population of these two tribes is approximately 1,275. In 1945 a 
division was made under ordinance 5, passed by the tribal council 
for the relocation of Navahos and Hopis. The northern reserve 
was for the two original tribes, and the southern reserve for the 
Navaho and Hopi relocatees. 

The reservation comprises approximately 258,000 acres of land. 
It is estimated that 110,000 acres could be put under cultivation for 
the production of —— The rich fertile soil and the quality of water 
makes this area the best agriculture land that could be found any- 
where in the world. 

The source of water supply for the farming area on the reserva- 
tion is the Colorado River. The right of the Indians to the water 
is established by the fact that the act of Congress setting aside the 
reservation was for the beneficial use of the lands and the water adja- 
cent to the reservation. This was the primary reason for the selection 
of the site. 

The first irrigation project started in 1867, act of March 2, (14 
Stat. 514) ; this, as far as we can check, was the first irrigation proj- 
ect in the Nation and the first ee of $50,000 ever made by 
Congress for an irrigation project. 

Congress appropriated funds in 1937 for the construction of the 
Headgate Rock diversion dam which was authorized in section 2 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act, approved August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 
1039). The justification and authority for the construction of the 
dam was for the irrigation of approximately 100,000 acres at 4 acre- 
feet. per acre which would require 400,000 acre-feet under the act. 

The dam was completed in June of 1941 at a total cost of $4,632,775. 
Since the completion, the whole irrigation system has been extended, 
and at the present time 34,000 acres are under cultivation. This is 
only one-third of the project as against the original plan for the full 
development of the Parker Valley. Some 65 000 to 70,000 acres still 
remain in a raw state. 

For the past years, since the tribal council organized under the Re- 
organization Act of June 18, 1934, the tribal council has alw: ays advo- 

cated the development of the valley under long-term improvement 
leases. But because of a rider in the original Executive order estab- 
lishing the reservation which says, “for the Indians of said river and 
its tributaries,” the Indians have never been able to make beneficial 
use of the lands. The Bureau of Indian Affairs has maintained 
vigorously that the Indians who live there now do not own the reser- 
vation. Yet, at the same time, the Department has maintained that 
it belonged to other Indians covered by the tributaries of the Colorado 
River. 
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In May of 1955 a delegation from the tribal council, with its at- 
torney, went to W ashington to try to introduce plans which would 
give more authority to the tribe in its affairs. This authori ity would 
allow the Indians to lease any of the unassigned lands on the reserva- 
tion for income purposes. In order to do this, the council requested 
that it be given certain powers and complete title to all lands not in 
the southern reserve, pending settlement of the dispute over that part 
of the reservation. As in two other trips by the council, the Depart- 
ment’s answer was that this hinged on the tributaries clause in the 
original act, and the Bureau could not comply because of the Depart- 
ment’s moral obligation to those other tribes. 

After failing with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the plan was next 
presented to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. This 
meeting resulted in the introduction of Public Law 390, or the Interim 
Act, by Senator Barry Goldwater. The bill was enacted on August 
14, 1955 (69 Stat. 725). The purpose of the bill was to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to lease, within 2 years, any of the unas- 
signed lands for a term of 25 years. This bill was also a temporary 
expedient within which time the title controversy was to have been 
determined through legislation. 

In the latter part of August 1956, Dick Harless, Colorado River 
tribal attorney, accompanied Mr. Stan Barton and Mr. Ralph Pome- 
roy to Parker for the purpose of leasing 5,000 acres of land. Mr. 
Barton and Mr. Pomeroy became further interested when the} learned 
that 65,000 acres of fertile lands were available for a long-term im- 
provement lease. The wheels turned rather slowly, but talks started 
first on the agency level, area office at Phoenix, and then on to Wash 
ington. 

The tribal council endorsed the development program by a reso- 
lution even though, under the leasing act of August 14, 1955, the 
Indians were out of the leasing program entirely. The Indians 
did not have to be consulted on any of the leases if the De- 
partment felt that it wasn’t necessary. Nevertheless, the proposed 
ee was vigorously pushed by the tribal council mainly be- 
cause it would help the Indians economically and would also help 
in the protection of their water rights through beneficial use. 

What the Colorado River Indian tribes have gone through because 
of the title controversy is enough to demoralize and discourage any 
class of people. These two tribes have been the recipients of more 
tieups than any other tribe in the country. 

In June of this year it became eminently necessary for three mem- 
bers of the council and its attorney to go to Washington, because 
of a letter from the Assistant Commissioner under date of March 14, 
1957, which informed the tribe that— 
all revenues received subsequent to August 14, 1957, from land leases on the 
northern and southern reserve of the Colorado River Reservation will not be 
available for budget purposes, but will be available only after beneficial owner- 
ship of the lands has been determined and then only to the owners. 

This meant that the council would be without funds to operate, 
beginning January 1958. 

The council planned the trip for the purpose of talks with the Ari- 
zona delegations and other congressional Members for the extension 
of the interim bill. If this failed, another plan was to meet with 
Senator Carl Hayden and have him attach a rider to one of the sup- 
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plemental appropriation bills authorizing the Secretary of Interior 
to give money to the tribe to continue their tribal organizi ation. I am 
glad to report here that the good Senator from Arizona was successful 
in pushing through the river with the help of their House Members. 

The budget of the Colorado River tribes for the past year was 
$80,000. From this we operate our reservation and carry on the 
affairs of the tribe just like any municipality. We have our law and 
order work, our educational program, our welfare and many other 
operations just like running a city, county, or State. For the month 
of September alone, the council expended, as loans and grants, ap- 
proximately $3,500 for the purchase of clothing, shoes, books, school 
activity cards, and other incidentals necessary to start some of our 
Indian children in school. 

The economy of the Indians is at stake in the development of the 
valley. The jobs that the development will provide are badly needed 
by the Indians. The protection of the Indians’ water rights through 
beneficial use will also be provided. 

The development of the irrigation project has been going on for 
the last 90 years, but the Government in the past has been able to 
expend funds for only one-third of the project. It is apparent that 
the Government will never complete this project, either now or in 
the future. 

A new approach for the development is necessary, and the only 
means by which this can be done for the benefit and welfare of the 
Indians is through private capital. Through private capital it will 
mean the savings of millions and millions of dollars of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

If leasing cannot be done because of a title question, then give the 
title of the land to the Indians as soon as Congress reconvenes in 
January so that the tribe can go on a leasing program to save the 
reservation. If this is not done, the time element in the adjudication 
of Colorado River water will be against the Indians. The very exist- 
ence and chance of the Indians for economic self-sufficiency will dis- 
solve right along with a large part of the reservation. What good is 
land without water? 

The big development, even if successful, will not mean the develop- 
ment of the remaining riverfront lots, city lots, potential agricul- 
ture benchlands and many more parcels of land which could be uti- 
lized for business and recreational purposes in the northern reserve. 

The tribe's contention is that in the northern reserve, the tribal 
council has authority to lease tribal lands under article VIII, sec- 
tion 3 of the constitution, bylaws, and ordinances of the Colorado 
River Tribes. This authority was vested under the Indian Reorgan- 
ization Act of June 18, 193 

We do not know of any law, past or present, which nullified the 
Reorganization Act. But the tribe is still tied up with respect to 
land questions, leases, and other affairs which the tribe could handle 
easily. Under the Interim Act, the Indians had no rights whatso- 
ever. Now, even though the act has expired, the Department tells us 
we still have no rights on the reservation because we do not own it. 

Yesterday you heard some words from the squatters regarding 
their problem. This is going to need control, for, if the Government 
or the Bureau of Reclamation or anybody cannot control it, I would 
like to mention here to the committee that we are organized and wait- 
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ing to help out in controlling that thing. I think we would be in 
position to handle the leasing or to control, just like we do all those 
who have leases on our reservation, what leases we have in carrying 
out, you know, recreation places for motels and other businesses. 

I would like to inject that thought for your consideration. We 
are organized, we have our police force, we have our rangerider, and, 
if necessary, we can hire another man to take care of that. That is 
for your consideration. 

With respect to the use of water, about 50 percent of the water that 
is diverted for use on the Colorado River Reservation returns to the 
mainstream. On that reservation the water level in some places is 
only 4 feet down, and there are many, many miles of drainage ditches 
on that reservation—you probably noticed yesterday when you flew 
over it—that divert a lot of excess water right back into the main- 
stream. 

The present growth of plants such as mesquite, salt cedars, and other 
vegetation, at the present time use more water than agricultural crops 
would if that land were developed and put under agricultural crops. 

In a lot of our big cities like Los Angeles and Phoenix a lot of those 
agricultural lands are being withdrawn and built into residential sec- 
tions. Now, with the increase in population for all the people in 
general, there is going to be a shortage of food. 

I think this is the last frontier, you might call it, of large agricultural 
development. You go to Los Angeles or any of the big cities and you 
will find those farms being w ithdrawn for residential sections. A lot 
of smog-ridden people—1 man reported here that 250,000 visited the 
park area every year. Last Labor Day, a 3-day holiday, our range- 
rider went up on the reservation. We saw permits to fish on the reser- 
vation. He went up to check, and there were so many there, living 
along the banks, sleeping and fishing, he just threw his hands up and 
came home. He did not bother to check those people at all. That is 
the number of people we get on the reservation. 

The Cuarrman. You have 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. Homer. In this country we like to talk about rights and treat- 
ment of all classes of people. It seems to me when some of us minority 
people try to use that right we run into some obstinance. Yet, at the 
same time, we people appreciate that you have this right. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you for an excellent statement, Mr. Homer. 

I only have one question I would like to ask Mr. Harless. 

Would you care to express an opinion as to whose entitlement to 
water in the Colorado River, the water to irrigate this 65,000 acres, 
will come off of if this lease is approved and carried through ? 

Mr. Harugss. I believe the Boulder Canyon Project Act recog- 
nized certain rights for Indians. As to whether or not it comes off 
the top I am not prepared to say. But the fact that the Indians have 
in all legislation been given some consideration makes me believe those 
rights should be considered for this reservation. 

I also want to implement what Mr. Homer said. If the Department 
of the Interior would make a study on the amount of water that would 
be saved by taking the excess vegetation off this reservation, I think 
they would find we would not use any more water for the growing of 
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crops than is being exhausted and used there for all of the vegetation 
on the reservation. 

You must know that water stands in most places not over 8 or 10 feet, 
and some places 5 feet, over the surface. This reservation is covered 
with mesquite, salt cedar, and other types of vegetation, and it is con- 
suming more water now than it would if we put it into alfalfa or other 
crops. 

We urge you to urge the Department of the Interior to make that 
study in “order, if there is any conflict, we may have the benefit of 

that information. 

The CHatrmMan. I have not any doubt but what there would be a 
conflict. 

Are there any questions / 

Mr. Harter. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CrHatrmMan. By the way, Mr. Haley is the chairman of the 
House Subcommittee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. Hater. I would like to ask you this question, Mr. Harless, 
on the claims before the Commission. 

Will a final determination by the Indian Claims Commission of 
the matters involved in that suit clear up the title question insofar 
as these Indians are concerned ¢ 

Mr. Harwess. Congressman, when we found that we could not 
proceed legislatively because of the attitude of the Department of 
Justice, the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, with the approval < 
the Secretary of the Interior, wrote a letter to the area director a 
Phoenix stating that, when the Indian Claims Commission rule came 
down which will affect the title to this land, that they would accept 
the ruling of that Commission to make a final disposition of the title 
question. 

There are 2 cases that will be decided, we think, within the next 3 
or 4 months. Those cases have elements in them which will deter- 
mine the compensable right of these Indians, their inherit rights in 
this land. I feel confident—of course, anything can happen in a 
lawsuit. 

I feel confident the decision of the Indian Claims Commission will 
rule that these Indians who live on this reservation will have a com- 
pensable right. Under the agreement with the Department, we will 
then come to you, the Congress of the United States, for a decision 
granting these Indians title to their land. 

Mr. Harry. That decision would clear up a great many of the 
problems now presented, providing it is favorable to the Indians; 
1s that right? 

Mr. Haruess. That is correct. 

Mr. Hatey. I might say to the Arizona delegation, while justice 
does not fly, I realize, if I can be of any assistance to you in this 
matter to obtain speedy adjudication of the matters involved, I would 
be happy to join with you any way you might wish. 

Mr. Ruopes. The gentleman from Florida, I might say, has always 
been very good to not only the Indians of Arizona but also to the 
Indians of the United States in expediting matters which would be 
to their benefit. I want, right here and now, to thank him for the 


wav in which he has conducted the affairs of the Subcommittee on 
Indian Affairs. 
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It has been a fine thing, Jim, and we all thank you from the bottom 
of our hearts. 

Mr. Hatgy. Thank you. 

Mr. Haruess. We would appreciate it very much, Congressman, 
if you would join with the Arizona delegation in making a request 
on the Indian Claims Commission for early consideration on the 
grounds of eminent need. We will supply you with case numbers 
and other pertinent information. 

Mr. Hatrey. I will be very happy to join the delegation in that 
respect. 

The Cuatrman. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Homer, did I understand you correctly that you 
are chairman of the tribal council? 

Mr. Homer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Sometimes women do not like to give their age, and 
sometimes men do not like to give their age. If you do not object, 
tell us how old you are. 

Mr. Homer. Fifty-two: I was born on the west bank here. 

Mr. Sartor. Have you live on this reservation all of your life? 

Mr. Homer. No. When I was 9 years old—I did not want to 
go to school, but when I was 9 years old I was swimming right at 
this gate just a little ways from here, and the Indian agent and 
the policeman came in, and my brother and I, we jumped out of the 
water, started running, and the Indian agent took his rope out and 
roped me, tied me hand and foot, and threw me right into the wagon. 
Then later they caught my br other, and it took us 2 days to get to 
Parker by wagon. And that is how I got my education. I was 
one of the last wild Indians. My hair was this long [indicating], 
and they chopped that off. 

Mr. Hartess. May I state Mr. Homer is a graduate of Haskell 
University. 

The Cuatrman. That was one roping that was really worth while, 
I guess. 

Mr. Sartor. After you had been to school and you returned, you 
have lived here in this area ever since ? 

Mr. Homer. Yes; I worked for the Government pretty close to 
19 years. In my last years with the Bureau of Reclamation I trans- 
ferred from Parker Dam to Phoenix, and then I had a chance to 
come back to work for my people, and gave up all the seniority and 
all the retirement to come back to the reservation. 

Mr. Saytor. The reason I asked you this question is to find out 
your background, because back east we have heard some ugly rumors 
about what has happened with regard to squatters and with regard 
to these people who have come in and fenced off sections of land, 
and that they have run people off. 

Have you heard, or do you know, of any such instance happening? 

Mr. Homer. Yes. 

In 1948, that second year I worked for the Bureau of Reclamation, 
one of the Indian boys, a member of the survey crew, sent up by the 
Indian Service to survey a line or something to connect. the power, 
during lunch hour told me, “Say, Pete, we got chased out. That fellow 
threatened to shoot us out of there.” 


“Why ?” 
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He said, well, he went to the survey place and this fellow had 
established a little home, not a big home, but he had fenced 250 
yards on both sides of the river, and put up “No trespass” signs, 
and he was keeping those fellows from going in to survey the prop- 
erty. But that was back in 1948. I have not heard of another in- 
stance like that since then. 

Mr. Sayvor. Thatisall Thave. Thank you. 

I want to commend you for the statement you have made in behalf 
of your people. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Metcalf. 

Mr. Metcatr. As I understand it, Mr. Harless, your position is that, 
if you cannot go into this lease or cannot get a governmental develop- 
ment, you would want something akin to termination. 

Mr. Haruess. You mean to have—— 

Mr. Mercatr. You say you are going to ask for legislation that says 
the Government will return the title to the lands to the Indians. 

Mr. Harvess. We would like to have the rights to our lands under 
Government trusts lke all other tribes. We are not asking for 
termination, Congressman. 

This conflict arose since 1945 over the ownership of this reservation, 
and has created great confusion. 

Mr. Homer. Termination is inevitable to any tribe of Indians, I 
imagine, but it is premature right now, especially for the Colorado 
River tribes or for any of the tribes in Arizona. 

Mr. Mercar. I am not clear as to how that will help you in your 
water situation. 

Mr. Hariess. With the present lease, should it be carried out and 
executed, the Indians would not have any more than the benefits from 
that lease. But we hold on this reservation great recreational possi- 
bilities. They have land on both sides of the river just above the dam, 
and 55 miles of the river from one end to the other on both sides. 

We cannot now enter into any leases in the present situation. We do 
not know whether the Department of the Interior is going to change 
its position, but at the present time every weekend hundreds of cars 
from southern California come into Parker. Every weekend. They 
have to sleep on the ground; there is not enough room. 

The possibility to bring revenue to these people and develop that 
area hinges on the possibility of entering into leases. There were no 
recreational leases entered into dur ing this 2-year period. 

We are urging the Congress, as early as possible, to consider the 
possibility of giving the title to the tribe so they can then enter into 
these leases. 

Mr. Mercar. So, setting aside the water problem and where you 
are going to get the agric ‘ultural w ater, there is still an urgent need for 
some sort of legislation to permit you to lease for rec reational purposes / 

Mr. Haruess. That is right. As a matter of fact, I believe in the 
next 10 years the revenue from leases for recreational and business 
purposes will exceed any revenue you can get from agriculture, because 
there are a period of years where any developer will have to spend a lot 
of money putting the land into cultivation, and there will be very little 
revenue for the benefit of the Indians. But the possibilities for this 
tribe are primarily under recreation for the immediate future. Under 
the present setup they cannot do that. 
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Mr. Mercatr. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Ruopes. I want to say I certainly appreciate Pete Homer and 
Dick Harless coming here to tell the committee about the situation in 
which the Colorado ‘River Indians find themselves, and also to pledge 
my support to you, Dick and Pete, in getting this title thing settled, 
because I think that is the genesis of bringing the Colorado Indian 
Reservation to the state of development we would all like to see. 

Mr. Hartess. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruopes. There is no doubt in my mind but what it will be 
developed and will be developed in the right way if we proceed in an 
orderly way. I do not think you need to worry about having all 
the support of the people of the State of Arizona as soon as we find 
what is the best thing for the reservation and the whole State. 

If you will go with me along these lines—and that is to get the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs to find out what the beneficial consumptive 
use of water from this lease will be—then we will be able to got a lot 
further along those lines than we can now. 

Mr. Hartess. Congressman, we will urge that, and, with your help, 
we hope the Department of the Interior will make such a study. 

The CHAIRMAN. See ect ty 

Mr. Cuenowetrn. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any questions, but 
I want to express my great pleasure in seeing a former colleague and 
very distinguished Member of the House before the committee today, 
with whom I have had the great pleasure of serving in Congress. 

I personally want to welcome you, Dick. I greatly enjoyed your 
statement and the statement of Mr. Homer. 

Mr. Hartess. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. lam glad to see you. 

The Cuamman. Are there any further questions 

Mr. Sisk. I just want to say I was patGiculatly interested in your 
testimony, Mr. Homer, as well as the statement made by Mr. Harless. 
I certainly want to assure you that I will be most happy to cooperate 
with the chairman of the Subcommittee on Indian Affairs, Mr. Haley, 
and Representatives from Arizona, Mr. Udall and Mr. Rhodes, in try- 
ing to solve this, because I can see the problem that you are confronted 
with here. 

It seems a little ridiculous to me that something cannot be worked 
out to perm! it you to move in granting leases. 

This thing has been a little bit confused. I have been hearing a 
lot about 65,000 acres, what happened to it or what is going to happen 
to it, in the last couple of days. 

As I understand the situation now, nothing can be done, according 
to the Justice Department, until a determination is made with refer- 
ence to these claims whicl nt you are speaking of, which you hope to have 
a decision on in the next 2 or 3 months. Is that right? 

Mr. Harvess. That is correct. They take a position that, as long 
as there is issue in the claim, they will not be in position to give title 
to this land to this reservation. 

I want to add there is not a tribal council in the State of Arizona, or 
any other tribe, that will not pass a resolution backing up this tribe 
to have this land. 
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We have the entire tribal council here, Congressman, and I would 
like to recognize their presence here. They appeared here because 
they consider it one of the most important hearings to come up in the 
history of this tribe. They are sitting back here, and I just wish to 
recognize their presence. 

The CuarrmMan. We are glad to have them. We wish to welcome 
the members of the tribal council. 

And, Dick, we are glad to have you here. We welcome you as a 
former member of our committee. We are always glad to see you. 

Mr. Homer, that was an excellent statement. We appreciate it. 

Mr. Homer. Thank you. 

The CHarrman. We have Mr. Bill Murphy, who has filed a state- 
ment. He represents the Cibola Valley area. We are not going to 
have time for any more. 

State you name for the record. 


STATEMENT OF BILL MURPHY, BLYTHE, CALIF. 
Mr. Murrny. Bill Murphy, Blythe, Calif. 


The CuarrmMan. Whom do you represent / 

Mr. Murrny. I[ am just one of the group in this. There are several 
more here. Weare not anor ganized group. 

The Cuarrman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Mureuy. I wish to speak on behalf of the farmers of the area 
immediately to the south of the Palo Verde Valley known as Cibola 
Valley, Ariz. This area comprises approximately 7,000 acres of land 
under cultivation, approximately 2,000 acres of which are Federal 
lands. Much of the deeded land in Cibola Valley is owned by the 
State of Arizona and is being developed and farmed under agicul- 
tural leases. These farmers naturally assumed that the State of 
Arizona had a right to Colorado River water. 

Cibola Valley has been farmed to some extent since before 1900. 
in 1913 the Cibola Valley Irrigation Co. appropriated, in accordance 
with the Arizona laws, sufficient water to irrigate the entire area 
Due to the tremendous floods from 1919 to 1922 and the subsequent 
economic conditions and geographical location of the area, it was 
not returned to cultivation until beginning in 1950. Consequently, 
at the time of the Boulder Canyon Act the Cibola Irrigation Co. was 
not in operation and no contract was made with the Department of 
the Interior for a quota of water. However, in view of the fact that 
water rights are based on usage and at the time that we began to 
reuse the water no one below us on the river was deprived of water, 
we feel that our rights should date back to the 1913 appropriation. 
Presently we are referred to as unauthorized users of water. 

In defense of the development of the Federal lands we should like 
to point out that this has been done extensively in other areas along 
the Colorado River, such as Yuma Valley, Bard district, as well as 
the Palo Verde Valley for the past 20 to 30 years. This land was 
developed with the conviction that we would someday get a fee title 
to the land either under the homestead laws or under color-of-title 
claims. 

The courts have for the past 100 years held that settlers who have 
made improvements upon the public lands of the United States, who 
are commonly referred to as squatters, are not considered trespassers, 
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but, to the contrary, are encouraged by the public policy of the United 
States to put land to cultivation “and use. 

In the case of the Pacific Live Stock Co. v. Gentry (Oregon, 61 p. 
422 at 425), the court held as follows: 


The usual policy of the General Government for many years, * * * has been 
to reserve the public domain for its citizens, who have been permitted to secure 
title to tracts of certain area upon condition of bona fide settlement and culti- 
vation. They have been permitted, by a tacit license of the United States, to 
settle upon and cultivate the public land prior to its survey; and such settle- 
ment has been recognized by the officers of the Interior Department of the 
Government as conferring upon the settler a prior right to file upon the same 
in the local land office, when surveyed. 


In the case of McAllister v. Okanogan County (Wash., 100 p. 146 
at 147), the court held as follows: 


A settler upon the public land in advance of the surveys who encloses no 
greater area than the land laws permit him to enter is not a trespasser, nor 
is his enclosure unlawful. On the contrary, from the very beginning of the 
Government, such settlements have been encouraged. In all of the great grants 
of the public domain made by Congress the rights of those on lands in advance 
of the grants, whether on the surveyed or unsurveyed lands, have been pro- 
tected * * *, 

In the case of Callison v. Ronstadt (21 Ariz. 348 at 354) the court 
stated : 


The possessory right interest of such a settler is called an inchoate interest ; 
1. e., an interest which has not yet matured: an interest which might, at some 
later time, ripen into full title to the land in question. This possessory right 
is treated as a property right by the law. 

There are many other cases holding substantially the same view, 
some of them encompassing lands which have been withdrawn for 


some purpose from the public domain. I quote a few of them as 
follows: 


Ortiz v. Manning (52 Ariz., 425 at 427). 
Russell v. Haeking (Utah 37 Fed. 2d 1105 at 1107). 
Huffman v. Smyth (Ore., 84 p. 80 at 81). See also sections 37-411 and 37-412 


RS. A. 

Neal v. Kayser (12 Ariz., 118 at 121). 

Tidwell v. Chirioahua Cattle Co. (5 Ariz., 352 at 361). 

Worthington v. Tipton (N. M., 172 p. 1048 at 1050). 

Selway v. Daut (Mont., 215 p. 646 at 647). 

Grasswick v. Miller (Mont., 267 DP. 299 at 303). 

Wright v. Walker (Wyo., 225 p. 75 at 76). 

The settlers in Cibola Valley have had absolutely no help from 
either the county, State, or Federal Governments. They have built 
approximately 25 miles of roads at their own expense, a bridge to get 
their products to the nearest market and railhead, and have con- 
structed their own pumping facilities, irrigation canals at no expense 
to the Federal Government. This is quite contrary to what has hap- 
pened in other areas along the Colorado River. 

As a result of this development, it is now possible for persons seek- 
ing recreation and hunting facilities to negotiate the area. There 
are numerous points now where the river is accessible by automobile 
when it was impossible except by foot or boat before. The grain 
crops grown by the farmers have provided feed for doves and quail 
which now make it an excellent area for bird hunting. The bridge 
makes possible a manganese mining enterprise whic h is furnishing 
a vital mineral for the defense of the Nation, as presently over 85 per- 
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cent of the Nation’s manganese requirements have to be imported 
from foreign countries. 

There is abundant evidence that land being farmed along the river 
uses less water than land which is allowed to grow a stand of salt 
cedars, willows, arrow weeds and other phreatophyte growths. 

It was the policy of the State of Arizona to issue permits for pumps 
along the river until 1953, when the governors of Arizona and Cali- 
fornia, by mutual agreement, have withheld further permits pending 
settlement of the water suit. There are applications on file with the 
State of Arizona for the pumps in Cibola, some of which have permits 
dated prior to 1953. Our legal advice is that this refusal to honor the 
applications is unconstitutional under the Arizona State laws. We 
have not litigated this action because we felt that as soon as the water 
suit is settled the permits would be granted. 

Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Murphy. I am sorry 
we do not have more time. 

Are there any questions ? 

[f not, is Mr. Walter Scott here ? 

If not, is Mr. K. E. Harvey, route 2, box 117, Blythe, Calif., here ? 

Mr. Harvey. I am here. 

The Cuamman. Your statement says you represent yourself. 

Mr. Harvey. I guess that is who I represent. 

The Cuatrman. That is fine. You are entitled to be heard just 
the same as somebody who represents a lot of people. We will be glad 
to hear your statement. You have 4 minutes. 


STATEMENT OF K. E. HARVEY, BLYTHE, CALIF. 


Mr. Harvey. I am probably one of the squatters along the river. 
Recently [ purchased in escrow and will be out Monday morning. 1| 
gave $30,000 for a piece of river-bottom land which has been in culti- 
vation for some 10 or 12 vears. It has been a practice up and down 
the river for probably the last 25 to 30 years that this land has been 
used. It has been a precede nt set over the country. 

There is a good lot, as you have heard, up and down the river being 
used by people along the river. We are a small community, and on 
this land along the river, as you have also heard, most of the water 
returns to the river that is used along this riverbank. We, of course, 
take water out of the river, but the timber we take off of the ground, 
we are told by Government officials we actually save the government 
20 percent of the water when we use alfalfa on the ground, which is 
the biggest user of water we have. 

We would like in some way to have the Government sell us this 
land or lease it to us. We would be very willing to buy the land at 
a normal price and be able to pay taxes. 

We are a small community. We have got some $214 million to raise 
to build a schoolhouse, and our children need to go ‘to school. Without 
being able to tax this Government land, legally tax it, gentlemen— 
it has been taxed. 1am paying taxes on mine now. They are chargin 
me as much as they would if it were my own land. I understand they 


SS ked up last year somewhere around $250,000 on river-bottom land 
nown as squatter land. 
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The Cuatrman. Mr. Harvey, if you can prove you save the Colo- 
rado River water by putting land under irrigation you have a wonder- 
ful case, and I am sure all of these water experts who have been trying 
to save some water will welcome that information. 

Mr. Mercatr. How much land did you get for $30,000 ? 

Mr. Harvey. I bought 450 acres of gr ound, with 100 acres in culti- 
vation. 

Mr. Mercatr. How much would 450 acres of deeded land cost? 

Mr. Harvey. lt would cost me approximately $500 an acre. 

Mr. Mercatr. I just wanted to know the difference. 

Mr. Harvey. There is the difference in the taxes, too. That is a 
fair average, $500 an acre, for land in this valley 

Then this land adjacent, if clear the land, As off the brush and 
shrubbery and weeds, I think it can be easily proven how much water 
they use. 

Your chairman said there is a woodpile over in Arizona. There is, 
but it is a live woodpile pumping water. This water is only about 
4 or 6 or 8 feet deep underground. These roots go down into that 
and pump water out just the same as pumps do. We have a live 
jungle of brush pumping water out of the Colorado River just the 
same as pumps pump water. 

Consequently, I still contend the timber on the ground wastes more 
water than the farmers waste. When you take water out of the 
Colorado River Basin and pump it into some far-off country it never 
returns, but all the water we pump out and put on the ground only 
has to go 6 or 8 feet and it is back in the underground flow which 
returns to your river. 

So I contend we are entitled to some consideration, and we are 
doing the community good and the Government good. If the Govern- 
ment will let us have the land, we will be willing to pay for it. 

The CuHarrman. Wea »preciate your statement. 

Mr. Harvey. It will be the upbuilding of our community here to 
allow this land to be purchased. It is of no value to the Government. 
The Government is like a dog in the manager, standing back there 
holding something it is not using. 

The CHarrman. I will say you would not have any trouble with 
the land if it were not for the water involved. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Saytor. What do you grow on this land? 

Mr. Harvey. At the present time most. of it is in alfalfa. Then 
we anticipate planting watermelons. After the alfalfa is out this 
spring, we anticipate putting watermelons in, and tomatoes, crops 
that are delivered in the markets here and Los Angeles. 

Mr. Sayvor. Is any cotton grown on your land ? 

Mr. Harvey. 5 acres. 

The Crarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Harvey, for your state- 
ment. We appreciate your appearing here. 

Mr. Haryey. Thank you. 

The Ciarmman. Mr. Frank G. Hoffy, Sr., of Blythe. Is he here? 

(No response.) 

The CuatrMan. That is the last name filed with the chairman. 

On behalf of this committee, I want to express our appreciation to 
all of you for your appearance here, for the excellent. testimony that 
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has been presented to us, which has added to our information and will 
help us to solve the problems of this area, and to assure you and Judge 
Saund that we intend to do what we can to help out im the solution 
of these problems. 

Judge § Saund, I recognize you for one last word before we adjourn. 

Mr. Saunp. I just wish to repeat what I said yesterday on behalf 
of the community. We do certainly appreciate your courtesy, your 
consideration, your patience and your real, genuine interest in the 
problems of the people here. 

This concludes your 3 days of hearings in the 29th Congressional 
District, and I am personally highly appreciative of your kindness 
to me and the people in this district. 

(The audience rose and applauded.) 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Judge. 

The meeting stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the hearing was adjourned.) 
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